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With this journal for April 2nd there was issued free to subscribers an 
Index of Articles, &c., of permanent utility for reference contained in the 
SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL during the ten years from 4th November, 1893, to 
31st October, 1903, Further copies can be obtained at the office of the 
Journal, price 6d. 





° . 
Current Topics. 
Up to the time of writing there is no information as to the 
new judge, and the gossips, having made an admirable — 
ment, which unfortunately failed, have ceased from speculation. 





A very striking example of the distinction between the 
general and the limited employment of an agent to sell a poet, 
so far as regards his right to recover commission, is afforded by 
the decision of the Court of Appeal in Giddy § Giddy v. Earl 
Russell (reported elsewhere). e defendant had in 1899 
instructed the plaintiffs to obtain a purchaser for a leasehold 
house at Maidenhead, ressing his willingness to accept 
£1,500 for the residue his term. No e having been 
effected, the defendant in November, 1901, made a special offer 
that the plaintiffs should have double commission if they found a 
purchaser between then and the following May. Negotiations 
were opened by the plaintiffs with a Mrs. Arnerron, but these 
were broken off in March, 1902. In the following April Mrs. 
ATHERTON made a fresh offer through a different firm of house 
agents, but this was declined by the defendant, who then 
thought he had sold the property to a different person. 
This sale, however, was not effected, and in June Mrs. 
Atnerton renewed her offer of the previous April to take 
the lease for £1,200 subject to the drainage being satisfac- 
tory, and ultimately, as the drains needed repair, it was sold to 
her for £1,140, Upon this sum the plaintiffs claimed to be 
entitled to double commission, and the defendant appears to have 
rendered himself liable also to a commission to the second 
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firm of house agents, so that he to meet claims to a three- 
fold commission on the sale of the property. The possibility 
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that a vendor may have to pay two sets of house agents is one 
against which he should always guard himself when putting the 
property in an agent’s hands. The law appears to recognize 
that one agent may earn commission for introducing the purchaser 
and another for arranging the contract, and instead of dividing the 
amount between the two, it allows each to bring his separate action 
f.rtnefull amount. But the recovery of the double commission by 
the plaintiffs rested on the terms of their special contract, and 
they were not entitled to it unless they had brought themselves 
within the stipulated terms. A general employment to sell, as 
was pointed out by Lord Watson in Zoulmin v. Millar (58 L, T. 
96), entitles the agent to hiscommission even if he does notsucceed 
in obtaining the price which is at first men ioned ; but a special 
employment to obtain a particular price is different, and the 
agent has not done his part of the bargain unless he has found a 
purchaser at that price. And it is the same where, as in the 
present case, a special reward is promised to the agent for find- 
ing a purchaser within a limited time. The plaintiffs had 
performed the terms of their earlier general employment, and 
were entitled to ordinary commission, but they had not, so the 
Court of Appeal held, satisfied the terms of their special employ- 
ment, and hence they had not earned the double commission. 





THE RECENT decision of the Court of Appeal in Brigg v. 
Thornton (1904, 1 Ch. 386) illustrates the difficulties which may 
arise when premises belonging to the same landlord are let to 
trading tenants subject to restrictions against rival trades. In 
the event of the restrictions not being observed by one tenant, 
the aggrieved tenant may, unless the covenant has been care- 
fully worded, find himself without effective remedy against either 
the landlord or the rival trader. This happened, for instance, 
in Kemp v. Bird (5 Ch. D. 974), where a lessor had let an eating- 
house with a covenant that he would not let any other house in 
the same street for that business. Subsequently he let an 
aojoining house with a covenant against carrying on any business 
without the lessor’s licence, and it was alleged that this house 
was being used as an eating-house. The court declined, 
however, to grant any remedy either against the lessor or 
against the second lessee. ‘‘ Persons,” said Jamzs, L.J., ‘‘ who 
are men of business, as they were here, are able to get protec- 
tion and advice, and they must make their covenants express, so 
as to state what they really mean, and they cannot get a court 
of law or of equity to supply something gwhich they have not 
stipulated for in order to get a benefit which is supposed to have 
been intended.” The covenant was against letting merely, and 
the lessor had not let for the prohibited purpose, whatever may 
have been the actual user of the premises. In Brigg v. Thornton 
(supra) the circumstances were similar. The landlord of an 
arcade of shops let one of them to a “ fine art dealer,” and the 
lessee was debarred from carrying on any other trade than certain 
trades specified, including that of an ‘‘artistic and heraldic 
stationer” ; and the landlord covenanted not to let any other shop 
for any of such permitted trades. Subsequently he let another 
shop to a stationer, who sold certain articles which apparently 
were the proper province of an “ artistic and heraldic stationer.” 
An action was brought for an injunction to restrain the landlord 
from letting, and the tenant from using, the premises for purposes 
which had been appropriated to the first tenant, but as against 
the tenant there was no remedy. The covenant was only against 
“letting,” and the Court of Appeal, following Kemp v. Bird 
(supra), declined to give it a more extended effect; and against 
the landlord an injunction was useless, for the act was done, 
though there was a remedy in damages. It may be noticed 
that atenant is not, in general, entitled to enforce against an 
adjoining tenant covenants restrictive of trading which are 
contained in the demise to the latter: Ashby v. Wilson (48 W. R. 
105 ; 1900, 1 Ch. 66). 





Some starting decisions have been given by the courts on 
the Workmen’s Compensation Acts, but probably the strangest 
yet given is that in the recent case of Andrew v. Failsworth 
Industrial Society. An injured workman is entitled to com- 
pensation only when the accident is one “ arising out of, and in 
the course of, the employment.” It is in general a comparatively 
easy matter to determine whether an accident happened in the 








course of the employment, but the courts have been often puzzleg 
to decide whether it arose out of the employment. As an exam 
of an accident happening in the course of employment, 
clearly not arising out of the employment, judges hay 
frequently referred to the case of a man killed by lightnj 
whilst engaged in his ordinary work. In fact, in Glasgoy 
Engineering Co. v. Falconer (38 Sc. L. R. 381), Lord Trayyg, 
specifically said: ‘‘ A servant engaged in a factory and struck 
lightning in the course of his employment would have no clain 
to compensation.” Alas! however, for the value of such obity 
dicta! Now the very point has been raised for decision, 4 
man has been killed by lightning whilst engaged in hij 
ordinary work, and the Court of Appeal has decided that 
his widow is entitled to compensation. The deceased wag, 
bricklayer, who was working upon a scaffolding about 23ft. aboyg 
the level of the ground when he was killed. Expert evideng 
was given that such a position rendered the man much mop 
liable to danger from lightning than if he had been at work op 
the ground. It was argued for the employers that there must 
be some connection between the work and the accident, and the 
case of Armitage v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co. (1902, 
2 K. B. 178) was cited. In that case a boy threw a piece of 
iron at another boy, missed him, and hit and injured 4 
third boy while at his work. All three boys were in 
the same employment. The Court of Appeal held that 
the injured boy was not entitled to compensation under the Aet, 
and the Master of the Rolls said that the accident did not arise 
from anything which by any stretch of language could properly 
be said to be incidental to the employment of either of the boys, 
Now, should the electric spark in the recent case be considered 
in the same light as the piece of iron in that case? The county 
court judge said ‘“‘No.” He held that the position which the 
man necessarily occupied in order to do his work was 4 
position of danger; that the position was one of substantially 
abnormally increased risk, and that, therefore, the accident did 
in fact arise out of the employment, and the widow was entitled 
to compensation. The Court of Appeal refused to disturb this 
decision, and held that the evidence justified the county court 
judge’s conclusion. The decision is probably right, and puts an 
end to the stock example of injury by lightning as an injury 
for which compensation cannot be awarded. If an injured work- 
man’s position renders him more liable than usual to danger 
from. lightning, then, if he is injured by lightning, the 
accident is one arising out of his employment. The argument 
sounds good, but it is a strange innovation in the English law 
to make a man pay for an act of God. 





In toe case of Hambro v. Burnand (1903, 2 K. B. 399) 
Bieuam, J., in a long and elaborate written judgment, held that 
the defendants were not liable under the following circum- 
stances: They had employed an underwriter to underwrite 
policies in their names and on their behalf, and, purporting t 
act under this authority, he underwrote in their names a policy 
guaranteeing the liability of a company in which he was personally 
interested, so that, as was alleged, in underwriting the policy he 
was acting for his own interests and not for the interest of his 
principals. The learned judge was of opinion that, having re; 
to the object with which the policy was subscribed, it could not 
be considered to have been underwritten on behalf of the 
defendants. This decision was at the close of the last sittings 
reversed without the least hesitation by the Court of Appeal 
We only refer to it as illustrating the difficulty which seems 
attend questions as to the liability of principals for the 
acts of their agents even in cases which, in the history # 
commercial transactions, must constantly arise. With regard 
to the rule that an authority may be impliedly givel 
by the acts of the principal without an express order, We 
find it stated in Leake upon Contracts, p. 266, that “ an authority 
may be impliedly created by an hahitual mode of dealing, # 
if a person has been in the habit of allowing another to draw 
and indorse bills for him, and has paid bills so drawn 
indorsed, a continued authority may be implied to act as 
previous occasions.” This statement is supported by a referent 
to Summers v. Solomon (7 E. & B. 879), where Crompton, Jy 
observes that it was held in an early case that one instance 
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recognized agency of a servant by the master to purchase goods 
on his credit was sufficient to make the master liable for the 
subsequent orders of the servant until the authority was known 
to have been withdrawn. After reading this statement of the 
law, we pass to the case of Morris v. Bethell (L. R 5 C. P. 47). 
There the plaintiff had discounted for the defendant’s bruther a 
pill purporting to be drawn by the brother upon, and to be 
accepted by, the defendant, which bill was at its maturity 
paid by the defendant’s bankers by the authority of 
the defendant. Upon the faith of the former bill having 
been duly honoured by the defendant, the plaintiff also 
discounted for the brother the bill upon which the action was 
brought. The defendant, when called asa witness, proved that 
the acceptances were forgeries, and that he did not know that 
the plaintiff was the hoider of the first bill which was paid by 
him, and that he merely paid it to save his brother from the con- 
sequences of his act and upon his promise that it should not be 
repeated. In these circumstances the jury found that the 
defendant did not lead the plaintiff to believe that the accept- 
ance of the bill in question was his signature or was authorized 
by him. The Court of Common Pleas held that this was a 
proper question for the jury, and that their finding was conclusive. 
The distinction between this case and the previous authorities is 
clearly explained by Witxxs, J., ‘‘One who pays one bill which 
purports to be bear his signature as acceptor thereby makes 
evidence against himself that the person who wrote the 
acceptance did so with his authority, and if the bill is 
given in a course of business implying a continuance of 
such authority, it may be conclusive evidence. . . . 
What we are now asked to say is that, although authority 
to accept, and any adoption or ratification of the accept- 
ance be negatived, and although there has been no course 
of business and nothing to shew any continuance of authority or 
representation of continued authority to accept bills in his name, 
the payment by the defendant of one bill which purports to bear 
his acceptance affords a presumption ; which cannot be 
contradicted that all subsequent bills bearing the same sort of 
acceptance are authorized by him.” The presumption is in fact 
governed by the ordinary course of business, by what is usual 
and customary in the particular case. 





So tone as a person does not call himself a ‘‘ dentist,” or 
otherwise represent himself to be a person registered under the 
Dentists Act, 1878, there is nothing to prevent an unqualified 
person from practising as a dentist and accepting fees for his 
advice and services. Section 5 of that Act, however, provides 
that a person shall not be entitled to recover any fee or charge, 
in any court, ‘‘for the performance of any dental operation or 
for any dental attendance or advice,” unless he is registered 
under the Act. In the case of Hennan § Co. Vv. 
Duckworth, recently before the High Court, on appeal 
from a county court, the defendant was sued for a sum of 
money in respect of the supply to him of a set of false teeth and 
the fitting of the same, and other dental services. The plaintiffs 
were unqualified persons, and the defence relied on section 5 of 
the Act. The judge decided, however, that, although the Act 
was a defence to the part of the claim in respect of fitting the 
teeth, and the other services, the plaintiffs were entitled to 
recover the price of the set of teeth, as the making of such an 
article was not the performance of any dental operation, or other- 
wise covered by the section. On appeal, the High Court 
upheld this decision. On the wording of the Act it can hardly 
be doubted that the High Court was right. ‘Dental operation ” 
must mean an operation of a surgical nature, an operation upon 
the person of the patient. The wordscannot be stretched so as to 
include the manufacture of a set of artificial teeth; and if not, 
there 18 nothing in the Act to prevent any person from 
making, selling, or receiving the price of, such goods. This 
18 certainly unfortunate, and most persons will probably take the 
view that was evidently taken in the High Court, that the 
Act needs amendment. If the public needs protection (as 
far as the Act gives it) from the surgical operations of 
unskilled persons, it just as much needs protection from the 
supply of false teeth by such persons. Just as much sufferin 
and injury may be caused by a badly-fitting set as by a bungle 
extraction. The law against unqualified dentists needs 





strengthening. Apropos of this subject, it may be remembered 
that the late Judge Brisrowe was shot in revenge by a quack 
wh» in vain sued for his fees in the judge’s court. He was & 
foreigner who apparently did not realize that in England a judge 
must administer the law as laid down by Parliament. e 
thought that it was due to personal animosity that the judge 
decided against him. Accordingly, when the court rose, be 
followed the judge to the railway station and shot him in the 
back as he stepped into the train. 





Tue case of The Marquis of Breadalbane v. Stewart, decided by 
the House of Lords on the 3rd of March, on appeal from the 
Second Division of the Court of Session, proceeded entirely upon 
the authority of Scottish decisions, but these decisions are 
parallel to others in the English courts which relate to the 
rights of lessor and lessee after an entry for forfeiture of the 
term. In The Marquis of Breadalbane v. Stewart the plaintiff had 
granted a lease to the defendant which contained a clause that 
the lease might be forfeited for non-payment of rent three 
months after it became due, and the defendant stipulated that 
at “his away going at the expiration of the lease” the landlord 
should be bound to take over the sheep at a valuation. The 
plaintiff having brought an action to enforce the power of re-entry 
for non-payment of rent, the sheriff substitute granted a decree 
upon the condition that the stock of sheep should be taken over 
by the plaintiff at a valuation. Upon appeal, the Court of 
Session (Lord Moncrierr dissenting) held that this condition as 
to payment for the sheep must be fulfilled. The House of 
Lords reversed the decision of the Court of Session, holding 
that the clause for taking over the stock was part of a 
scheme for the occupation of the farm on payment of rent during 
a period of years, and did not contemplate a breach of the 
bargain with the landlord which would occur in the event of the 
non-payment of rent and the landlord consequently putting an 
end to the tenancy. In Bulwer v. Bulwer (2 B. & A., at p. 472), 
and other cases, it is distinctly laid down that the lessee is not 
entitled to emblements where the lessor enters under a for- 
feiture, because he enters by title paramount. We believe also 
that it is the general opinion of the profession that where a 
lease is determined upon a forfeiture, the lessee is not entitled to 
the benefit of provisions in his favour “upon the expiration of 
the term,” since these words contemplate the completion of the 
term in the ordinary course of events and not its premature 
termination in the exercise of a right of entry for a forfeiture. 





Can a suRoR, after verdict at a coroner’s inquest, be required 
to sign an inquisition in which the verdict has not been entered ? 
By the Coroners Act, 1887, s. 18, the following enactments are 
made with respect to procedure at coroners’ inquests: (1) “ The 
inquisition shall be under the hands, and in the case of murder 
or manslaughter also under the seals, of the jurors who 
e verdict, and of the coroner.” e read in 


concur in 
the report of an inquest at Canterbury that a juror having 
nor to sign a form of inquisition in which the 


verdict had not been entered, the coroner adjourned the 
proceedings, and on a subsequent day made a statement in 
which he Soctaedl that it had been the practice of all coroners 
of recent and ancient times to obtain the signature of the j 
to blank inquisitions; that during twenty-four years he 
himself adopted that course in every case with the exception of 
cases of murder and manslaughter, and that the practice was 
perfectly legal, and effected a material saving of the time of the 
jurors. The coroner went on to say that he had, since the 
adjournment, discovered that the signature of the particular 
juror could be dispensed with, and that he would not trouble 
im for it. This last observation was probably founded on the 
rule that where the jury are not unanimous the verdict of a 
majority of not less than twelve is sufficient. With regaed to 
the statement as to the practice at coroner's inquests, we observe 
that the coroner was not a member of the legal profession, and 
we may be forgiven for saying that we cannot see how any 
practice can override the plain words of the statute. It may be 
argued that after the jury have in fact given their verdict as to 
the circumstances of the death, and their conclusion with 
to it, it is not unreasonable that they should authorize the 
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of the court to enter their findings in a form of inquisition which 
has been already signed by the jurors. But, in the first place, 
the statute does not contemplate any such proceeding; and, 
secondly, the practice of drawing up an instrument of this 
nature after the jury had signed it might lead to serious irregu- 
larities. How much time is ordinarily spent in putting the 
inquisition into shape we do not know. But the jury who have 
sat through the inquiry may reasonably be asked to wait a little 
longer until their findings have been committed to writing and 
are ready for their signature. 





Two points of interest were discussed on the 28th of March 
in the case of a certified bailiff under the Law of Distress 
Amendment Act, 1888, against whom a complaint was made in 
the Bristol County Court for misconduct in the execution of his 
duty as bailiff. It appeared that the warrant had been 
made out in the name of W., who had handed it over to 
the respondent to execute. It further appeared that the respon- 
dent in levying the distress found that a couch and three chairs 
were in possession of the tenant under the hire-purchase system, 
and having ascertained upon inquiry that these goods had been 
hired from a particular firm, he delivered them to this firm with- 
out the authority of the hirer. The respondent was called, and 
said that at the time when he acted as bailiff in place of W. 
he thought he was not doing anything wrong, and that in his 
experience it was the general custom for bailiffs to hand over 
warrants to other certified bailiffs to execute. W., who was also 
called, said that he had been a bailiff for some years and had 
handed over the warrant to the respondent in ignorance that he 
was doing anything wrong. The county court judge, after 
observing that a landlord might levy a distress by himself or by a 
certified bailiff, but that the bailiff must be the one appointed by 
him and not another person, said that the respondent appeared to 
have been misled by a vicious practice, and he should not 
cancel his certificate, but direct it to be suspended for a stated 
period. The certificate of W. would be suspended for three 
months. The delivery of the goods to the person from 
whom they were hired was an irregularity, for there was 
nothing to shew that the hirer was in default. 








Express Trusts. 
II. 


WE noticed last week the difficulty which arises when trusts 
which would ordinarily be regarded as constructive, and would 
thus be liable to be barred by the lapse of time, are, for the 
purpose of the Statute of Limitations, treated as express, with 
the result that time is not a bar except in cases falling within 
section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888. In one class of cases the 
justification of the exceptional treatment of these guasi-express 
trusts is sufficiently obvious—namely, where there has been an 
original creation of an express trust, and a person who is not a 
duly appointed trustee has intermeddled with the trust funds. 
To constitute an express trust in the full sense there must be a 
duly appointed trustee of an expressed trust. ‘‘If,” said Lord 
Esuer, M.R., in Soar v. Ashwell (1893, 2 Q. B. 390, at p. 392), 
“ there is created in expressed terms, whether written or verbal, 
a trust, and a person is in terms nominated to be trustee of that 
trust, a court of equity, upon proof of such facts, will not allow 
him to vouch a Statute of Limitations against a breach of that 
trust. Such a trust is in equity called an express trust.” And 
any person who, without being so nominated trustee, assumes 
control of the trust funds with knowledge of the trust, though 
he is in strictness only a constructive trustee, yet is for the 
of the statute treated as an express trustee. “It is 
clearly established,” said Bacon, V.C., in Lee v. Sankey (L. R. 15 
Ky., p. 211), “that a person who receives into his hands trust 
moneys, and who deals with them in a manner inconsistent with 
the tag ae a of trusts of which he is cognizant, is personally 
liable for the consequences which may ensue upon his so deal- 
ing”; and it was held that the Statute of Limitations was, 
under such circumstances, no ground of defence. 
But, as was pointed out in Barnes v. Addy (L. R. 9 Oh. 244, 
at p. 251), a distinction must be drawn between constructive 
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trustees who are thus, upon the special und of assumj 
control over the trust funds, treated as ar taustees, 
persons who are merely agents of the trustees. The 
responsibility of trustees, said Lord Srxzorng, C., in that case, 
‘‘may no doubt be extended in equity to others who are not 
properly trustees, if they are found either making themselygg 
trustees de son tort, or actually participating in any fraudulent 
conduct of the trustee to the injury of the cestui que trust. But, 
on the other hand, strangers are not to be made constructiye 
trustees merely because they act as the agents of trustees in 
transactions within their legal powers—transactions, perhaps, of 
which a court of equity may disapprove—unless those agents 
receive and become chargeable with property, or unless the 
assist with knowledge in a dishonest and fraudulent design 
upon the part of the trustees.” Hence, putting aside the cage 
of fraud or dishonesty, an agent of trustees does not become 
liable asa trustee unless he obtains control of the trust property: 
see Re Barney (1892, 2 Ch. 265), 

Soar v. Ashwell (supra) was a case of this kind. There was 
an express trust existing with regard to the property in question, 
and the defendant’s testator had received this property as 
solicitor, and had assumed the management of it. He was no 
more than a constructive trustee, but he was a constructive 
trustee, who, for the purpose of the statute, was treated as an 
express trustee. This is, perhaps, most clearly put in the 
judgment of Kay, L.J.: ‘‘ The result seems to be that there are 
certain cases of what are, strictly speaking, constructive trusts 
in which the Statute of Limitations cannot be set up as a 
defence. Among these are the case where a stranger to the 
trust has assumed to act, and has acted, as trustee, and the case 
where a stranger has concurred with the trustee in committing 
a breach of trust, and has taken possession of the trust property, 
knowing that it was trust property, and has not duly discharged 
himself of it by handing it over to the proper trustees or to the 
persons absolutely entitled to it.” 


There is thus a special kind of constructive trustee—namely, 
a person who becomes constructively a trustee of property 
subject to an express trust—who is debarred from pleading the 
Statute of Limitations, and some of the cases in which the limits 
of the expression ‘‘express trust” have been discussed are 
capable of explanation on this ground. But there remain cases 
in which the trust is not even express in this sense, but is, at 
first sight at any rate, altogether constructive, and yet the 
statute is equally excluded. These have been described in 4 
passage from the judgment of Bowzy, L.J., in Soar v. Ashwell 
(supra), which we have already quoted (ante, p. 393), as cases in 
which a person occupying a fiduciary relation has property 
deposited with him on the strength of such relation. In point of 
fact the definition does not take us far, for the fiduciary relation 
upon which reliance has to be placed frequently arises out of the 
deposit of the property; it is in fact a consequence of the 
arrangement under which the deposit is made. Thus the relation 
between solicitor and client is not fiduciary, and the solicitor 
is not a trustee for the client of money which he receives 
on his behalf, and which should be handed over to 
him. But so soon as money is handed by the client 
to his solicitor with instructions that it shall be applied ins 
particular way, there is a fiduciary relation between the parties 
until it is go applied ; and if the money is handed to the solicitor 
for him to invest it at his discretion, and manage the invest 
ments, there is a fiduciary relation until the property has been 
restored to the client. In Power v. Power (13 1. R. Ir. 281), 
case of the latter kind, Ouarrerron, V.C., said: ‘‘ Where there 
is not merely an agency between the parties, but also a super 
added fiduciary relation, the remedy of the principal, who 
then also the cestui que trust, is not one artsing merely from con- 
tract, or duty springing from such contract, where a common 
law liability would alone exist, but is one to be dealt with om 
the equitable relation of trustee and cestui que trust’’; and 90 
Gray v. Bateman (21 W.R. 137), Dooby v. Watson (39 Ch. D. 
178). 

But this way of treating such cases is open to the objection 
that there is frequently in point of fact no superadded om 
relation except so far as this is incident to the terms on w 
the property is deposited, and it is then meaningless to speak of 
the property being deposited in reliance on the fiduciary relation, 
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The express trust can be raised in a much simpler manner. If 
there are express instructions accompanying the delivery of 

perty with respect to the manner in which it is to be applied, 
there is no reason why these should not be treated as creating 
an express trust of the property although the word “ trust” is 
not used. The depositee takes the property, not in any sense on 
his own account or for his own purposes, but to be dealt with 
on behalf of, and under the instructions of, the depositor. And 
it is the same where the instructions are that the agent shall 
manage property generally on behalf of the principal. So soon 
as any property is received by the agent it becomes subject 
to the terms of his instructions, and may be_ regarded, 
without any great violation of language, as being held by him 
on an express trust. The trust and the fiduciary relation arise 
in accordance with the instructions. This was the case of 
Burdick v. Garrick (18 W. R. 387, L. R. 5 Ch. 238), and there 
was no reason either in that case or in Soar v. Ashwell (supra) 
to carry the doctrine of express trusts any further. It is, 
however, only a slight step to pass from agents who have received 
property in accordance with express instructions to agents who 
have been permitted—as in Power v. Power (supra)—to receive 
and manage property without such instructions; and in such a case 
also, although the trust is now nothing more than constructive— 
that is, a trust to be raised upon the circumstances of the case, 
and not by an expressed intention, whether in writing or 
verbal—it is treated as express for the purpose of excluding the 
Statute of Limitations. 

Whether this extension of the doctrine is justifiable may be a 
matter of doubt, but no such question appears to have arisen in 
the recent case of North American Land, §c., Co. v. Watkins 
(52 W. R. 360) before Kexewicn, J. The defendant was the 
promoter of the plaintiff company which had been formed and 
registered in this country in 1882, for the purpose of purchasing 
and developing lands and timber in the United States, The 
‘company appointed the defendant to be its m er and agent 
in America, and he acted in that capacity from the date of its 
formation until July, 1897. In 1882 he went to America, and 
in the following year the company sent him a power of attorney 
to act as their agent in the purchase and sale of*lands and 
timber. Large sums of money, amounting to over £78,000, 
were in 1883 and 1884 remitted to him for the purpose of such 
purchases. In the present action the company alleged that all 
these moneys had not been so applied, but that the purchases 
had been effected in such a manner that the defendant had 
made a secret profit, and it was claimed that this profit ought 
to be accounted for notwithstanding the lapse of time. The fact 
of the secret profit having been made was not discovered till 
1901. The defence was that the original agency of the defendant 
had been ended before the date of the purchases in respect of 
which the claim was made, and that when they were effected the 
parties were both acting as principals, the defendant re-selling 
to the company lands which he had purchased on his own 
account. This defence, however, was held not to be supported 
by the facts, and the case appears to have been very similar to 
Burdick vy. Garrick, The defendant was expressly constituted 
the agent of the company for the purchase of land, an employ- 
ment which would necessarily involve the outlay of money. 
When the money for this purpose was transmitted to him it was 
to be used in the manner indicated by the express terms of 


his employment, and he became, within the principle above’ 


stated, an express trustee of the money for the company. 
Kexewron, J., did not profess to override the rule that a mere 
agent is not in a fiduciary relation to his principal ; but when the 
terms of the agency are that he shall apply money handed to 
him in a specified manner for the benefit of the principal, then 
he becomes an express trustee, and he cannot take the benefit of 
the Statute of Limitations. 








A new word, says the Jai/y Mail, has been introduced into the English 
language—‘* Dreyfused.’” A man who is accused of obtaining large sums 
of money by false pretences made use of it at the Old Bailey. He was 
brought before Mr. Justice Darling, who said that he had been informed 
that the accused wished to subpcona a large number of witnesses for his 
defence. Mr. Justice Darling: ‘‘ What are all these people to prove ?”’ 

I have been ‘ Dreyfused,’”’ said the prisoner. The Judge: “ I don’t 


The Work of the Discipline 


Committee. 


TueE Law Society have performed a'task of great utility and import- 
ance in collecting in a well-arranged volume * the procedure oy the 
authorities with respect to the exercise by the court of its disciplinary 
jurisdiction over solicitors. This jurisdiction was formerly exercised 
upon an initial application to the court, followed usually by a refer- 
ence to a master before whom the real inquiry into the conduct of the 
solicitor complained against was carried on. This involved a further 
hearing by the court before the matter could be finally disposed of, and 
altogether the procedure was highly inconvenient and cumbrous. The 
Solicitors’ Act, 1888, substituted a new tribunal in the form of the Disci- 
pline Committee before which the preliminary inquiry was to be made, 
and this had the double advantage of avoiding any application to the 
court at the commencement of the proceedings, and of bringing the 
complaint before persons who were specially competent to decide 
upon questions of professional misconduct, and who also would be 
likely to have a great interest in upholding the character of the 
profession. It is not till the committee have investigated the 
complaint and made their report that there is, in general, any 
question of invoking the jurisdiction of the court. The committee 
have to state in their report whether the facts proved amount 
to professional misconduct, and if so it becomes the duty 
of the Law Society to take up the matter and bring the 
report before the court. If, on the other hand, the report 
is favourable to the solicitor, there remains the question of costs, 
and the solicitor can get an order from the court giving 
him these against the complainant—an order which, under the bene- 
ficial provision of R. 8. C., ord. 52, r. 24, can be obtained from a 
judge in chambers, whose decision is final. A solicitor who has been 
acquitted of the charges made against him is thus saved from a public 
application. But while this represents the usual procedure, the right 
of complainants to make application to the court is preserved, and 
such applications may be made where the committee decline to hold 
an inquiry at all on the ground that a primé facie case is not made 
out on the complainant’s affidavit, or where, owing to the report being 
favourable to the solicitor, the Law Society do not intervene. 

The first part of the Law Society’s publication explains the proce- 
dure which we have su ized, and gives the text of the Solicitors 
Act, 1888, and the rules and forms made and prescribed thereunder. 
The second part gives reports of some fifty cases which illustrate or settle 
the procedure and the principles upon which the disciplinary juris- 
diction of the court is exercised. These include Ae Sankey (38 W. R. 
333, 25 Q. B. D. 17), in which it was held that the right to apply to 
the Discipline Committee was not limited to clients or persons injured, 
and might, therefore, be exercised by an official receiver acting under 
the direction of the Boardof Trade ; Re Lilley (40 W. R. 321; 1892, 
1 Q. B. 759), which established the right of a solicitor who had been 
exonerated by the report of the committee to recover his costs; Re 
Weare (1893, 2 Q. B. 439), where it was held that the misconduct 
which will be punished by the court is not contined to misconduct by 
the solicitor in his character as solicitor; Reg. v. Zncorporated Law 
Society (1896, 1 Q. B. 327), by which the committee were exemp‘ed 
from the duty of holding an inquiry if, in their opinion, the 
affidavit on which the complaint is based does not disclose 
any case against the solicitor; and the recent case of Ex parte 
Trueman (1903, 2 K. B. 205), which requires applicants to the 
court in matters ae solicitors to ap by counsel. The 
cases which we have specified as illustrative of the value of the work 
are to be found in the current series of reports, but this is not so with 
many of those which are collected in the present volume, and it will 
be found of the greatest value in considering questions affecting the 
professional status of solicitors. It is unfortunately true that of 
recent years there have been many cases of misconduct which have 
been the subject of investigation elsewhere than before the Com- 
mittee, and on which disciplinary measures have followed as a matter 
of course. These have, perhaps, attracted an undue share of public 
attention, but at any rate it may be hoped that this phase of the 
matter has passed. In the more ordimary questions that arise 
between solicitors and clients the intervention of the Discipline Com- 
mittee is extremely valuable, and its recognized effect in adjusting 
causes of difference and in maintaining a high tone in the profession 
should be some reward to its members for the exacting demands the 
work makes upon their time. 








The Lord Chief Justice has accepted an invitation to dine with the past 
and present members of the General Council of the Bar at the Grand 
Hotel on Wednesday evening, the 18th of May. 





* The Solicitors Act, 1888, with Special Reference to Procedure and Practice on ica- 





see what Dreyfus has to do with this case. 


tions against Solicitors, imol: a Short Account of Proceadi inst Sine 
fen SWE Leocethan tien Beporta, Noten of Decided Coecetand Statebes. ‘By 
Arravun H, Taevon, Barrister-at-Law. Law Society. 
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Reviews. 


Arbitration. 
A ConcIsE TREATISE ON THE LAW OF ARBITRATIONS AND AWARDS; 


WITH AN APPENDIX OF PRECEDENTS AND STATUTES. By 


JOSEPH HAWORTH REDMAN, Barrister-at-Law. FourtTH EDITION. 

Butterworth & Co. 

The law of arbitration has been considerably simplified by the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, but it would be too much to expect the 
numerous points which arise to be brought within the scope of a 
single short statute, and in fact there is a great body both of statute 
and case law which must be accessible to the practitioner 
who has to deal with arbitrations. It is the merit of 
Mr. Redman’s work that this body of law is stated with 
clearness and brevity, and at the same time without sacrifice 
of relevant matter, and he has thus provided a complete treatise on 
the subject in a very handy form. The Act of 1889 had been 
incorporated in the previous edition, so that the chief task of the 
author in the present edition has been to bring the work up-to- 
date by introducing the later decisions; occasion has also been 
taken to increase the list of precedents. The thoroughness with 
which the subject is treated may be seen in the chapters on the 
arbitrators and umpire (chapter 10), with its full statement of the 
circumstances under which objection can be taken to the persons 
filling these positions on the ground of bias or otherwise; 
and in chapters 17 and 18, on. setting aside and enforcing 
an award. To set aside an award requires strong grounds, for as 
was said by Williams, J.,in a passage which Mr. Redman quotes from 
Hodgkinson v. Fernie (3 C. B. N. 8. 189), the complaining party is 
met by the objection that he has chosen his own tribunal and must 
be bound by its decision ; but he is, of course, entitled to rely upon 
the tribunal acting according to the principles of law and justice, and 
the umpire, as is further pointed out, is not justified in receiving 
information from one party without communicating with the other, 
even though such a practice be under the circumstances in accordance 
with commercial usage: Re Brook (16 C. B. N. 8. 403). Due notice 
bas been taken of the recent cases of Chambers v. Goldthorpe and 
Restell v. Nye (1901, 1 K. B. 624), which have assimilated an architect 
who has to give a certificate of work to an arbitrator, so as to exempt 
him from liability for negligence. The value of the book is consider- 
ably enhanced by the full set of precedents for use in connection 
with arbitrations which is given in the appendix. 





Conveyancing. 


‘HE STUDENT'S CONVEYANCING: FoR THE USE OF CANDIDATES AT 
THE FinaL AND Honours EXAMINATIONS OF THE LAw SocirEry. 
E1gHTH EDITION BY ALBERT GIBSON and WALTER Gray Hakrt, 
LL.B., Solicitors. The ‘‘ Law Notes” Publishing Offices. 

The immediate occasion for a new edition of this useful manual 
has been, so the editors state, the issue of the new Land Transfer 
Rules, and the chapter on registration of title has been re-written so 
as to incorporate the new provisions. At the same time the chapter on 
Wills has been re-written, and in revising the text generally the 
editors have abandoned the plan—useful enough in a students’ book, 
but inconvenient in a book which, like the present, largely supplies 
the needs of practitioners—of giving the references to cases only in 
the table of cases. In the present edition the references to one series 
of reports are given in the footnotes, and the other series are referred to 
also in the table of cases. The work deals first with the ordinary practice 
of conveyancing upon the occasion of a sale, a mortgage, a lease, a settle- 
ment, and a will, and then with the practice under the Land Transfer 
Acts, and under each heading the points which arise in practice and 
the nature of the instruments required are fully dealt with. As an 
example we may refer to the sketch at pp. 211-236 of the form and 
contents of an ordinary mortgage deed. This incorporates the recent 
law upon such points as the impossibility of clogging the equity of 
redemption, and on the period of limitation which applies to an action 
on the covenant for payment. Equally satisfactory is the treatment 
of the contents of leases, and the ‘‘ perfect maze of decisions ’’— 
to use the editors’ phrase—on the covenant to pay rates and taxes 
have been successfully summarized. The recent interesting decision 
of Young v. Ashley Gurdens Properties (Limited) (1903, 2 Ch. 42), 
which enables a lessee to ascertain definitely whether he can assign 
in a case where the landlord refuses his consent, in the view of the 
lessee unreasonably, is duly noted. The book in the present edition 
will sustain its character for fulness of information and convenience 
of reference. 





Books Received. 


The Law of Trusts and Trustees. By ARTHUR REGINALD RuDALL, 
Barrister-at-Law, and James Witi1AM Greic, LL.B., B.A. (Lond.), 
Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 











A Treatise on the Law of Mortgages. By the late Ricnagp 
Hoimes Coote, Barrister-at-Law. Seventh Edition. By Sypygy 
EpwarD WILLI4Ms, Barrister-at-Law. In Two Vols. Stevens ¢ 
Sons (Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Goodeve’s Modern Law of Personal Property. Fourth Edition 
Revis-d and Partly Re-written. By Joun HERBERT WILLIAMS, LL.B. 
one of the Editors of Smith’s Leading Cases, and WILLIAM Morsg 
Crowpy, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 


The English Reports. Volume XXXIX.: Chancery XIX., cop. 
taining Russell & Mylne, Volumes 1 and 2, and Mylne & Keen, 
Volumes 1 and 2. William Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens & Song 
(Limited). 

The Law Relating to Motor-cars: Being the Motor-car Acts, 1896 
and 1903, with an Introduction and Notes, together with the Regula- 
tions of the Local Government Board and of the Secretary of State 
under the Acts. By H, LancrorpD Lewis and W. HALDANE Ports, 
Barristers-at-Law. Third Edition. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw 
& Sons. 

The Income Tax Burden: A Plea for Reform. By T. Hater 
Fry, F.8.8. Horace Cox. 

The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Sir FREDERICK PoLtocg, 
Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. April, 1904. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


American Law Review. March—April, 1904. Editors: Szymovr 
D. THompson, St. Louis; LEonarD A. JoNES, Boston. Reeves & 
Turner. 

Harvard Law Review. April, 1904. The Harvard Law Review 
Association. 








Correspondence. 


The Journal Index. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Referring to the ten years’ Index, with which you have 
recently presented your readers, you may be interested to know that 
I have in my possession the Articles of General Utility which have 
appeared in the SoLicirors’ JOURNAL since the beginning of the 
legal year 1868-1869. These have been indexed from time to time 
by Mr. William C. Howe, my father, up to the end of 1899, and are 
bound in five volumes for ready reference. I am very pleased now 
to have your Index. It aids to place at my immediate perusal all 
these much valued articles for a period of thirty-five years up to the 
end of October last. W. J. BLOOMFIELD Howe. 

22, Chancery-lane, April 20. 








Points to be Noted. 
Conveyancing. 

Covenant to Settle After-acquired Property.—Althcugh the 
general terms of a covenant in a marriage settlement to settle after- 
acquired property may be wide enough to include a life interest or an 
annuity, yet such interests are not treated as being caught by the 
covenant unless the instrument shews a specific intention to include 
them. Primd facie the intention of the parties is to include only 
interests which are’ in the nature of capital, an not to include 
interests which are in the nature of income.—RE Dowbina's SETTLE- 
MENT Trusts (Kekewich, J., Jan. 14) (1904, 1 Ch. 441). 








A question of considerable importance to parliamentary agents and 
counsel practising at the parliameutary bar has, says the Zwmes recently 
engaged the attention of the Bar Council. The point submitted to that 
body for consideration was whether it would not be an advantage to adopt 
a rule precluding the acceptance of a retainer or brief against a Bill by & 
barrister who has drawn or settled its terms, or for a Bill by a barrister 
who has drawn or settled an opposing petition, without giving the party 
for whom he has drawn or settled such Bill or petition the opportunlly 
of retaining or delivering a brief to him. It was argued that the principle 
thus laid down had already been acted upon in connection with the 
regulation concerning pleadiugs in an action—amely, (1) that the draft- 
ing work is proportiouately underpait, and (2) that it is not desirable 
the interests of the profession that counsel should be put in the positionof 
having to argue (with the kuowledge acquired on previous instructions) 
against his own handiwork. At the same time it was conceded that @ 
difficulty might arise in practice from the fact that the local solicitor olten 
desires after the Hill or petition has been settled to give the brief on # 
Bill to some personal friend and instructs the agents accordingly. Alte 
consulting with Sir Ralph Littler, K.C., and other leading members :f the 
parliamentary bar, all of whom concurred in the view that there was 10 
necessity for any such rule as was suggested, the council resolved to take 
no action in the matter. 
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Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


ANDREW v. FAILSWORTH INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY (LIM.). 
No, t, 13th April. 


Worxkmen’s Compensation — Accipent Aristinc Our or EmpLoymMent— 
Deata BY LignhtNiInc—Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, 8. 1, suB- 
SECTION 1. 

This was an appeal from an award of the judge of the Oldham County 
Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
The applicant for compensation was the widow of a bricklayer who had 
been struck by lightning and killed in the course of his employment. He 
was at the time engaged on the building of two cottages which were of a 
greater height than thirty feet, and were being constructed by 
the employers by means of a scaffolding. He was working on 
the scaffolding at the height of about twenty-three feet above the 
level of the ground. At the first hearing before the county court 
judge it was contended on the part of the employers that. the accident did 
not arise out of the employment, but was an act of God. They relied on 
Armitage v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co. (1902, 2 K. B. 178) as 
shewing that there must be some connection between the accident and the 
employment. The county court judge adjourned the hearing in order 
that expert evidence might be called on the question whether there was an 
abnormal degree of danger from lightning to the deceased by reason of 
the place in which he was working at the time of the accident. At the 
adjourned hearing the applicant produced expert evidence to the effect 
that the place where the deceased was working was a very exposed 
position, and that the risk of being struck by lightning was thereby 
appreciably increased. The county ccurt judge was of opinion that 
if the position in which a man was working was dangerous, and if 
in consequence of the dangerous position an accident occurred, it might 
fairly be held that the accident arose out of the employment. He came 
to the conclusion on the evidence that in this case there was a substantial, 
abnormally increased risk owing to the position or place in which the man 
had to work, and he accordingly made an award in favour of the applicant. 
The employers appealed. They referred to the dictum of Lord Trayner 
in London and Glasgow Engineering Co. v. Falconer (3 Fras. 564, 38 Sc. L. R. 
381): ‘‘A servant engaged in a factory and struck by lightning in the 
— of his employment would have no claim to compensation under the 

ct.”’ 

Tue Covrr (Cotiins, M.R., and Romer and Marnew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Cottrys, M.R., said that the county court judge had dealt with the 
crucial point raised in this case and had met the primé facie difficulty. 
In his opiuion the evidence justified the conclusion at which the county 
court judge arrived. In the Scotch case the event of being struck by 
lightning had been treated as a typical instance of an accident not arising 
out of a man’s employment. But that dictum contained no reference to 
any such evidence as had been given in this case, and must be taken as 
referring to a case in which the elements on which the county court judge 
based his decision in this case were non-existent. 

Romer and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunset, Arthur Powell, K.C , 
and Adshead Elliott ; C. A. Russell, K C., and Holman Gregory. Soxicrrors, 
W. Hurd & Son, for Chapman § Brooks, Manchester ; Field, Roscoe, § Co., 
for 7. P. Fripp, Oldham. 


| Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


DYER v. SWIFT CYCLE CO. (LIM). No. 1. 13th April. 


Workmen’s CompEnsation—Buiipinc Moge roan Tarrty Feer 1x Hercurt, 
IN WuHicH More THAN Twenty Persons ARE EmPpLuYED—WoRKMEN’S 
ComPENSATION Act, 1897, s. 7—Facrory anp Worksnopr Act, 1901, s. 105, 
SUB-SECTION 2, 

‘his was an appeal from an award of his Honour Judge Rentoul, at 
the City of London Court, in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1897. The applicant for compensation was a workman 
who was injured by an accident whilst he was in the employment of the 
respondents at their premises, which they used for shewing, selling, and 
repairivg bicycles. The premises contained no machinery or plant 
worked by mechanical power. The building was more thau thirty feet in 
height, and more than twenty persons were employed therein by the respon- 
dents. The question was whether the premises were a ‘ factory’ within 
the meaning of section 7 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act. The 
judge was of opinion that the ease was brought within that section by 
virtue of section 105, sub-section 2, of the Factory and Workshop Act, 
1901, which provides as tollows: ‘* ‘Che provisions of this Act with respect 
to notice of accidents and the formal investigation of accidents shai] have 
effect as if (») any building which exceeds thirty feet in height 
and in which more than twenty persons, not being domestic servants, are 
employed for wages, were included in the word ‘factory.’’”? The 
employers appealed. 

Tus Courr (Cotums, M.R., and Romer and Martuew, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Cottins, M.R., said it was admitted that the respondents’ premises 
could not be brought within the definition of ‘factory’ in section 7 of 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act as coming within the definition either 
of “textile factory’? or ‘‘non-textile factory” in section 149 of the 
Factory and Workshop Act, 1901. But it was sought to bring them wi'h- 
in the definition by reference to section 105, sub-section 2, of that Act. 
But that sub-section did not say that such a building as therein described 


was a factory. It merely enacted that certain provisions of the Act, which 
had no relation to the Workmen’s msation Act, should have effect 
as if such a building were a factory. t had not been suggested by the 
applicant that the premises could be brought within the definition as being 
a warehouse, and the only ground on which the judge had decided in the 
applicant’s favour could not be supported. The appeal would therefore be 
allowed. 

Romer and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, W Addington Wsllis ; 
Cairns. Soricrrors, Gsbbs, White, & Strong ; Lovett § Liddle. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law ] 


MARKS v. SAMUEL. No. 2. 13th April. 
StanperR—‘** BLackmarLine Action ’’—Crimrnat OFrrENce. 


This was an application by the plaintiff for a new trial of the action or 
that judgment might be entered for him. ‘The action was brought for an 
alleged slander. At the trial the plaintiff, Arnold Jacob Marks, stated 
that he carried on business as a company director at Broad-street-house, 
and the defendant carried on business as a company director at Basildon- 
house. By his statement of claim the plaintiff alleged that at a meeting 
of the Elandsfontein No. 2 Gold Mining Co. the defendant had stated 
that his counsel had accused the plaintiff of bringing a ‘bi iling”’ 
action. The plaintiff alleged that the defendant had originated the slander 
himself. The defendant pleaded that the occasion was privileged, the 
words having been spoken at a meeting of the shareholders of a company, 
at which both the pluintiff and the defendant were present as shareholders, 
and were spoken for the purpose of vindicating the defendant’s character 
from an attack by the plaintiff, and in reasonable and n self- 
defence. The jury ultimately stopped the case, and judgment was enterei 
for the defendant. At the trial the plaintiff conducted his own case. On 
the application for a new trial the point was taken on behalf of the 
defendant that the words used were not actionable. No special damage 
was alleged, and nothing was said with reference to the plaintiff's trade or 
calling. The bringing of an action, however unfounded it might be, did 
not constitute a criminal offence. 

Tue Covrr (VavcHan Wiis, Srieiine, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 


allowed the — 
Vaueuan Witurams, L.J., said that he would deal first with the new 
point. If the words alleged did not impute a criminal offence to 


the plaintiff the action must fail, there being no allegation of special 
damage, and no imputation of professional misconduct. It was not 
necessary that the words should have been intended by the speaker to 
impute a crime if the hearers might reasonably have understood them as 
so doing. His lordship was not prepared to say that the words alleged to 
have been used by the defendant could not reasonably have been under- 
stood by the hearers as imputing to the plaintiff a criminal offence —viz., 
making an unfounded claim, supporting it by an action, and supporting 
the action by criminal means—t.e., by false evidence. Such an action 
would be a “* blackmailing’’ action, and if supported by such means it 
would be a criminal offence. In his lordship’s opinion the hearers of what 
was said might well have understood that this was the imputation made 
by the defendant against the plaintiff. The action was therefore main- 
tainable. His lordship also held on the other point that there ought to be 
a new trial. 

Srrrutrnc and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CovunseL, Bray, K.C., and Rose Innes ; Isaacs, K.C., and Neilson, 
Soiicrrors, Morris, Coote, § Co. ; Dale, Newman, § Hood, 

[Reported by J. L/Stiatine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


GIDDY & GIDDY v. EARL RUSSELL. No. 2. 19th April. 


Hovse anp Estate Acent—SprecraAt Orrer Sussect to Cerrarn Conpirrons 
—Dovsitr Commission—Uttimate Purcnaser—Conpition UNFULFILLED 
—Acent DisenTITLED To REcovER. 


This was an appeal by the defendant for judgment or new trial. The 
action had been tried by Kennedy, J., and a common jury, and was brought 
by Messrs. Giddy & Giddy, the well-known house and estate agents, to 
recover a sum of £146 5s., which they affirmed was due to them by reason 
of the defendant’s promise to pay them double commissiou if they should 
introduce a purchaser of the leasehold interest of the defendant’s premises, 
Amberley Cottage, Maidenhead ; the plaintiffs also claimed in the alterna- 
tive their ordinary commission of £73 2s. 6d. On the 10th of October, 
1899, the defendant put the house into the hands of the plaintiffs to be 
let furnished, or for sale, and intimated to them that he was willing to 
dispose of his leasehold interest for £1,500, the furniture being included, 
but at a valuation. Lord Russell had a spent a good deal of 
money on the house in decorations, &c. The plaintiffs were, how- 
ever, unsuccessful in finding either a purchaser or any one willing 
to lease it, so on the 7th of November, 1901, the defendant wrote them 
a letter, in which, after expressing surprise at their not having let the 
house, continued: ‘‘ I now offer you double your usual commission if you 
will find a purchaser between now and the beginning of next May.’’ ‘he 
terms on which it was placed in Messrs. Giddy & Giddy’s hands were that 
either the £1,500 should be paid or a less sum accepted, provided the 
furniture was taken at a valuation. The intiffs as-ented to this on the 
8th of November. At the end of the month they brought the house before 
the notice of a purchaser, a Mrs. Atherton, and also Sir Charles Wyndham. 
During the negotiations with Mrs, Atherton an arrangement was come to 
between the plaintiffs and defendant by which it was agreed that the 
defendant should continue the negotiations with Mrs. Atherton on his own 
behalf, but without prejudice to the rights of the plaintiff if she ultimately 
became a purchaser. Mrs. Atherton made an offer on the 19th of March, 





1902, of £1,100 for the lease, and, in addition, a certain amount of furniture 
not exceeding £300. After a good deal of correspondence these negotia- 
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tions, however, were broken off at the end of the month, and Mrs. Atherton 
consulted Messrs. Marler & Marler, another well-known firm, as to a house 
on the river for the season. They told her of Amberley Cottage, Maidenhead. 
She did not inform them that the plaintiffs had already negotiated for 
her for this house, but placed the matter in the hands of Messrs. Marler & 
Marler, who wrote to the defendant, but did not mention their client's 
name at first. On the 15th of April, 1902, they wrote a letter on her 
behalf offering to take an assignment of the lease for £175 per annum, to 
pay a premium of £1,200, which would include tenant’s fixtures and 
fittings and the electric light accumulators, the offer being subject to the 
drainage being satisfactory and lease approved by their client’s solicitors. 
To this the defendant replied that he had sold the house, as he believed, 
to Sir C. Wyndham, but would let them know definitely ina week. He 
did not write, and nothing happened till the 5th of June, when Mrs. 
Atherton by letter authorized Messrs. Marler & Marler to ‘“‘ renew her 
offer’? of the 15th of April for the house on the same terms. This was 
at once accepted by the defendant. On the 24th of June the lease was 
sold to Mrs. Atherton for £1,140. The plaintiffs claimed their double 
commission. The defendant refused this, and alleged that the ultimate 
sale was not due tothe plaintiffs. At the trial the jury found for the 
plaintiffs for the full double commission. The defendant was quite willing 
to pay them the single commission, but disputed payment of the double. 
The defendant appealed. 
Tre Covrr (Vavcuan Wiitrams, Srretimnc, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal as regards the payment of the double commission. 
Vavenan Wiurams, L.J.—In my judgment so far as the single 
commission is concerned, the plaintitfs Messrs. Giddy & Giddy are clearly 
entitled to it. It seems to me they did introduce the person who 
ultimately became the purchaser. But that is a very different matter 
from saying that they are entitled to the double commission. These 
leasehold premises had for years been in the hands of Messrs. Giddy & 
Giddy. [His lordship stated the facts.] The plaintiffs clearly had a 
right to the single commission. The fact that Mrs. Atherton chose to go 
to Messrs. Marler & Marler after negotiating through the plaintiffs, 
without informing Messrs. Marler & Marler of this, would not in any way 
prejudice the plaintiffs to their right to the ordinary commission. 
{ think that the contract contained in the letter of the 7th of 
November from Lord Russell to the plaintiffs was a special offer 
to pay a double commission if Messrs. Giddy & Giddy should secure 
a purchaser at a specified price within a specified period. I do not think 
that the caseof Toulmin v. Millar (12 A. C. 746), which is relied on by the 
plaintiffs, in any way affects the letter before us. [His lordship referred 
to Lord Watson’s remarks in that case.] In my judgment there has been 
a general employment of Messrs. Giddy & Giddy to sell at a price, i.e., 
£1,500, but beyond that there was a special offer. In my opinion the 
plaintiffs have not performed the terms of that offer, and are not entitled 
to this double commission, but only to the single commission. The 
appeal therefore fails, and judgment must be entered for the plaintiffs for 
£73 2s. 6d. instead of £146 5s., they will get their general costs in the 
action, but must pay the costs of the appeal. 
Srmumc and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred. —Covunsen, Llewelyn 
Davies ; Morton Smith. Sorscrrors, Allen §& Son ; Vandercom & Co. 
[Reported by A. R. Taytovr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
ke HEATH. JACKSON ». NORMAN. Buckley, J. 14th April. 


Wuu—Consrevctrios—‘ Scrvive’’—Prrsons Born Arrer Deatu ov Person 


TO BE SURVIVED, 

Originating summons. The testator, W. H. Heath, died in September, 
1895, and by his will appointed the defendant, F. D. Norman, his sole 
executor and trustee, and after giving legacies to each of the plaintiffs, 
C. Jackson and John Gumm, and to one J. C. Harris, he gave all his pro- 
perty not thereinbefore disposed of to his executor upon trust for sale, and 
payment out of the proceeds of funeral and testamentary expenses, debts, 
and legacies. By clause 4 the testator declared that if C. Jackson, J. 
Gumm, or Harris ‘‘ shall die in my lifetime ’’ his legacy should go to his 
wife, if living at the testator’s death, or if not to the children of the legatee. 
By clause 6 the testator directed his trustee to set aside out of the residue 
two sums of £1,500 each, and as to one of such sums to hold the same 
free of duties *‘ for such of the children of the said Charles Jackson as 
shall survive me and attain the age of twenty-one years, and if only one 
the whole to such one.’’ And he directed the other of the two sums to 
be held for the children of J. Gumm in precisely similar terms, And 
after having given the residue of the proceeds of sale to Jackson and 
Gumm equally, by clause % the testator declared that if either Jackson 
or Gumm should die in the testator’s lifetime his share of residue 
should go to such of his children as should be living at the decease of 
the testator. ‘The question sought by the summons to be determined by 
the court was whetner the class of children who should ‘eurvive”’ the 
testator mentioned in clause 6 included children who were born after 
his death. ©. Jackson had children who were born in the lifetime of 
the testator, and who had attained their ages of twenty-one years. He was 
a widower at the death of the testator, and had since married again, but 
had no children by his second marriage. J. Gumm had children born in 
the lifetime of the testator who were still under age. He also was a 
widower at the death of the testator, but had mdm again, and had one 
— his second marriage, Violet Gumm. The children of Jackson had 
applied to the trustee to pay them their shares of the legacy of the £1,500 
bequeathed to them. The trustee, however, refused to do this without 
the sanction of the court, as he considered it doubtful whether any 





children of Jackson that might still be born might not be entitled to share 
in the legacy. Thereupon this summons was taken out by the children of 
Jackson and those of Gumm who were born in the lifetime of the testator, 
against the trustee and Violet Gumm, who, by her guardian ad litem, wag 
appointed to represent the children of Jackson and Gumm who should 
thereafter be born. In addition to the cases mentioned in the judgment 
Gee v. Liddell (16 W. R. 853, L. R. 2 Eq. 341) was cited in argument, 

Bucxizy, J.—I am of opinion that the children of C. Jackson and J, 
Gumm who were born, or may be born, after the death of the testator do 
not take any shares in the legacies of £1,500. I have been pressed in 
argument with Re Clark (12 W. R. 898,13 W.R. 115, 3 De G.J.& §, 
111), where it was held that the words ‘‘ who shall survive me,’’ meant 
‘¢who shall live after me,’’ and included all children of the tenant for 
life whether they were living concurrently with the testator or not. In 
commenting on that case in Re Delany (39 Soxicrrons’ Jounnat, 468), 
where it was contended that ‘‘survivor’’ meant one who lives after, 
Chitty, L.J., said: ‘‘ Now the common meaning of ‘ survivor’ implies two 
lives running together. It would be a very forced use of the expression 
to say that Queen Victoria survived William the Conqueror. In one case 
—viz., Re Clark—it was held that ‘survive’ meant ‘live after.’ With 
great respect I would say that that decision was right on the particular 
will.”’ I think the decision of Re Clark must have been arrived at on the 
particular facts of that case. The court was struggling to get away from 
the ordinary meaning of the expression, and did not intend to lay down 
any general rule that ‘‘survive ’’ means ‘‘ live after.’’ As far as I have any 
indications in the context of the will before me, as to the meaning of the 
testator in using this expression, they are contrary to those in the will 
in Re Clark. I am of opinion that the children represented by Violet 
Gumm do not take shares in the legacy in question.—CovnsrL, D, 
Robertson-Macdonald; W. M. Hunt; Whinney. Soxtcrrons, F. J. East; 
Doyle, Devonshire, § Woodhouse. 


[Reported by Nevitte Texssurt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re LETHEBY & CHRISTOPHER (LIM.). JONES'S CASE. SBuckley, J, 
15th April. 
Company—AnxticLes or AssocIATION—CoNSTRUCTION—TRANSFER OF SHARES 
—Usvat Common Form—ImmareriAt Deratcs. 


Motion. This was a motion by E. J. Jones that the register of the 
above company might be rectified by registering a transfer, dated the 24th 
of March, 1904, of a share to the applicant. ‘The company was incorporated 
in 1900 with a capital of 6,000 shares of £1 each. Article 25 of the articles 
of association provided that ‘‘every transfer must be in writing, and in 
the usual common form, and must be accompanied by the certificate of the 
shares, and such other evidence (if any) as the directors might require to 
prove the title of the intending transferor.”” Miss E, V. Isley was one of 
the signatories of the memorandum of association, and her address was 
given after her name. The same address was also on the register of shares, 
She subscribed for one share. The applicant, woo was also a subscriber 
for a share, had been a director, but had been dismissed; and having 
brought an action for wrongful dismissal against the company, the action 
was settled upon the term (among others) that he should transfer his 
share to the company, or their nominee. He had done this, but he 
subsequently purchased of Miss Isley her share. This share was 
assigned to him by the above-mentioned transfer of the 24th 
of March, 1904, which, however, did not give either the address 
of Miss Isley, or the number of the share, which was 5998. On the 29th 
of March, 1894, the applicant forwarded the transfer and the certificate of 
the share to the company, with a letter which stated the number of the 
share. ‘The endorsed certificate gave an address of Miss Isley correspond- 
ing with that upon the memorandum of association. ‘The directors refused 
to register the transfer on the ground of its omitting the number of the 
share and the address of the transferor. The applicant thereupon made this 
motion. 4 

Buck.ey, J.—I have no doubt that the intention of the company in 
agreeing in the compromise was to get rid of Mr. Jones as a shareholder, 
but they forgot that as soon as he had sold his share he could buy others 
The directors had a board meeting on the 4th of April 1904, but deferred 
the matter to take counsel’s opinion. The Companies Act, 1862, 5, 35, 
provides that the court may rectify the register where there has been 
unnecessary delay. That is the case here. Section 22 of the Act 
provides that shares in a limited company shall be transferable, and 
it is important that thls right should be preserved. It is said that 
the transfer does not comply with article 25. The letter sent by the 
applicant gave the address of Miss Isley and the certificate sent gave 
the number of the share. There was not the smallest doubt who the 
transferor was, or what the share was, for she only held that one. It 
is said that the transfer is notin the ‘‘ usual common form,.’’ In my 
opinion the absence of the address and number are imm~terial in the 
circumstances of this case. As regards the absence of the number I may 
refer to Ind's case (20 W. R. 430, L. R. 7 Ch. 485),8and Bishop's case (L. Kt. 
7 Ch. 296n). The meaning of article 25 is that the transfer shall be in the 
usual common form so far as is material. I shall make the order asked 
for.—CounseL, Astbury, K.C., and Hohler ; Beddall, | So.icrvors, A. W. 
Bartlet; G. H. Daniell, 


[Reported by Nevitie Tassurr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
SHERINGHAM URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL v. HOLSEY. Joyce, J. 
25th March. 

LocaL Govexrxment—Disraicr Councic—Ricnr tro Suv —Peniie Foorrats 
—Rrour ro Use as Canniace Roan, 

The plaintiffs in this case asked for a declaration that a certain footpath 
is vested in and under its control, and that the said footpath is not@ 
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carriage-way. They also asked for an injunction to restrain the defendant 
from removing from the said footpath a post: placed there by the plaintiffs 
to prevent the footpath being used as a carriage-way. For many years 
beyond the memory of the oldest inhabitant—particularly the fishermen 
of Sheringham—a certain lane running from the village to the West Cliff, and 
known as Water-lane, was used by the fishermen and others. It varies in 
width from about five to six feet, and is the ‘‘ public footpath ” mentioned 
in an award made in the year 1811 pursuant to the Sheringham Inclosure 
Act, 1809. At the time of the award it was the only means of communication 
between the village and the: West Cliff except a driftway which 
necessitated a detour of half-a-mile. In the early part of 1903 the 
Jaintiff council put up a wooden post for the purpose of preventing the 
ootpath being used as a carriage-way. This post was cut down by persons 
unknown. ‘The council then erected an iron post. This was pulled down 
by the defendant and several others as constituting an interference with 
their full right of way. On behalf of the plaintiffs evidence was given of 
serious obstruction being caused to foot passengers owing to the 
of carts and hand-barrows within a very restricted space. The evidence on 
behalf of the defendant was to the effect that for more than forty years 
past the way had been used-both as a footway and as acarriage-way. For 
the defence a preliminary objection was raised that the plaintiffs could not 
maintain an action in their own name—that the Attorney-General should 
be a party at the relation of the district council. That no special 
was alleged, and that section 26 of Local Government Act, 1894, sub- 
section 3, did not put the council in any better position than a private 
individual. 

Joyce, J., overruled this objection on the ground that this was an action 
for damages for trespass and for an injunction in respect of such acts. 

On behalf on the plaintiffs it was contended that the footpath 
was vested in them and subject to their control by sections 4 and 149 
of the Public Health Act, 1875, and sections 21 and 26 of the Local 
Government Act of 1894; that no right could be granted by the owner of 
the sub-soil for the passage of carts and hand-barrows, as such a grant, 
seeing that it would cause inconvenience to foot passengers, would be in 
derogation of the grant of the footpath made pursuant to the Inclosure Act 
of 1809. On behalf of the defendants it was urged that the pathway had 
been used for carts and barrows for more than forty years. There was no 
proof that dedication under the award had been accepted. Therefore it 
followed that the larger right for carts and barrows was the right 
belonging to the villagers and fishermen and not the more limited right 
under the award, or in the alternative two rights co-existed, one under the 


award, and the other and larger by user. 


Joyvczr, J.—The origin of the way in question was quite plain. It 
originated in an award made in 1811 of a strip of land about 6ft. in 
width for the purpose of a footway. That footway was inclosed, and it 
seems that buildings have been allowed to encroach upon it in places so 
that its width now varied and at one point was not more than 4ft. 4in. 
Obviously it would be highly inconvenient, if not positively dangerous, 
to allow a lane of that width to be used for wheel traffic. If it were only 
a footway any user of it for wheeled traffic must be a public nuisance. 
Sheringham had grown from a fishing village into a considerable seaside 
watering-place, and there was an urban district council who were entrusted 
with the duty of preserving the rights of the public. They had recently made 
up the lane and erected. a post for the purpose of preventing wheeled traffic. 
In June, 1903, defendant took the law into his own hands and with other 
men pulled down the post. How was his action to be justified? It was said 
aright had been acquired by user to use the pass: for wheeled traffic. 
But his lordship did not see his way to hold from the evidence that there 
had been such a user as to convert the footway into a public way for all 
purposes. ‘The user of wheeled traflic had from its inception been a public 
nuisance and no length of time could legalize it. It was not shewn that 
there had been any dedication as a public highway for all purposes. It 
was clear that no one had any power to dedicate. After the award the 
lord ot the manor himself, in whom the soil was vested, would not have 
been entitled to ride or drive along the Jane, and if he could not he could 
not authorize anyone else to do so, The result was that the lane was 
originally a footway aud was so still. The plaintiffs were justified in 
erecting a post ; there must be an injunction against the defendant and 
judgment for the plaintiffs for 20s. damages.—UCounser, Younger, K.C., 
and McCurdy ; Cozens- Hardy. Sorscrrors, Collison, Prichard, § Barnes, for 
C. Morton Baker, Sheringham; (rowders, Vizard, § Co., for Mills & Co., 
Norwich. 

| Reported by Aurueo C, Tuomas, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


CLAPHAM », IVES. J. B, HOLMES & SONS (Claimants). Div, Court, 
14th April. 

Buu. or Sare—Lanpiorp anp ‘Tenanr—Venrat Acreement to Taker 

Tenant's Srock-rn-Trapr, Furnrrern, aANo Errects ror A Drntr— 

Inventorny—Documenr in tue Natrurk or a Brut or Sate—Inter- 


LEADER Procexnpinas—~Reoisrration or Documenr—Br.ts or Sar 


Acts, 1878 ann 1882, 


Appeal by the plaintiff, the judgment creditor, from a decision of his 
Honour Judge Bompas, sitting at Otley County Court, who had held that 
the claimants, Messrs, J. B. Holmes & Sons, brewers, of Bingley, were 
entitled to judgment. ‘The appeal was brought upon the ground that a 
certain document—an inventory of the goods and stock in the hotel, with 
4n appraisement stamp thereon—upon which the claimants relied, was in 
the nature of a bill of salo, and, not having been registered, was invalid 
as against the plaintiff's claim, under the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, 





The defendant John Ives went into on of the Malt Shovel Hotel, 
Burley-in- Wharfedale, in May, 1901, he paying the outgoing tenant a 
valuation for the stock-in-trade and effects in the usual way. Ives had not 
sufficient money to pay the whole valuation, anda certain amount was 
lent to him by the brewers and debited in their books as a loan to him. 
In August, 1902, the defendant Ives having run up a considerable account 
with the brewery company for rent and stock, and having paid nothi 
off the loan, pressure was brought to bear upon him by the brewers, wi 
the result that without any cash transaction taking place a valuation of 
the stock and‘goods in the hotel was made on behalf of the brewers. It was 
simply an inventory in book form bearing an appraisement stamp, and 
stated that it was a valuation of the stock, trade, furniture, and effects 
from John Ives to J. R. Holmes & Sons, and then followed a list of the 
stock-in-trade, furniture, &c. The book or inventory was not registered. 
Ives after this continued as tenant of the premises down to September, 
1902, when a fresh lease of the house was made by the brewers to him, 
which also purported to let to the defendant the goods and effects con- 
tained in the inventory. There was a memorandum endorsed on the lease 
by which Ives acknowledged that the stock-in-trade, fixtures, fittings, 
furniture, &c., belonged to the brewers. In fact, therefore, from this date 
Ives became manager for the brewers. The goods included in the inven- 
tory were valued at £930, which left £189 to the credit of Ives after 
deducting the full amount that he owed the brewers, and this sum was 
subsequently taken out by him in beer. Ives owed money to Clapham, 
and after the latter had obtained judgment and put in execution, Ives 
left. Interpleader proceedings followed, with the result, as stated above, 
that the county court judge ruled that the stock-in-trade, goods, &c., on 
the premises belonged to the brewers. The judgment creditor appealed. 

Lord Atverstone, C.J.,; in giving judgment, said that Lord er, M.R., 
in Ramsay v. Margrett (1894, 2 Q. B. 18) laid down the rule that if the 
document was intended by the parties to be a part of the bargain which was 
to pass the property, but such bargain was complete without it, so that the 
property passed wholly independently of it, it was not to be deemed an 
assurance, and therefore not a bill of sale. The evidence here was that the 
parties entered into a parol agreement, by which the brewers were to take 
the stock-in-trade, furnitare, and effects, and the parties carried out that 
agreement. It seemed to him that the document in question had nothing 
to do with the passing of the property, and fell, therefore, within the rule 
laid down by Lord Esher in Ramsay v. Margreet. The county court ju 
was therefore right in -holding that the document did not require to 
registered. Nor did it seem to him that the entry in the brewers’ books 
was a ‘‘ receipt attached ’’ within the meaning of section 4 of the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1878. The appeal therefore failed. 

Wits and Kennepy, JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal 
dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Compston ; Holman Gregory. SovicrToRs, 
J. B. R. Conder, for Fredsric Mudd, Otley ; Bell, Brodrick § Co., for Weather- 
head §& Knowles, Bingley. 

[Reported by Ersxixe Rein, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


THE TIVOLI (MANCHESTER) v. COLLEY AND OTHERS. 

3rd March ; 18th April. 

Restraint or Trape—ProrgssionaL Srxcen—Covenant Not ro Sixe at 
Any Town Wrraty Twenty Mites og Mancrester ror Srx Montns 
Arrer Termination or Engagement — Tiwe — Sracr — Restrarnt 
Necessary To Prorecr tHe Person ror Wuose Benerit it was 
Imposeb. 

This action was brought by the proprietors of the Tivoli Music Hall, 
Manchester, against Mme. Ada Colley, a professional singer, and the 
Regent Theatre, Salford, and its manager, Mr. Thomas Barrasford, to 
obtain an injunction restraining Mme. Colley from performing at the Regent 
Theatre or any other theatre within twenty miles of Manchester before 
the 30th of November, without the written consent of the direetors of the 
Tivoli. An injunction was also asked for, restraining the Regent Theatre 
and Barrasford from employing, announcing, or billing Mme. Colley. 
The plaintiff's case was founded upon an agreement in writing dated 
the llth of March, 1903, by which nn; Colley undertook to appear for 
six nights at the plaintiffs’ theatre at a salary of £69 per week, and some 
future engagements extending into December of 1905 had also been 
arranged on similar terms. Clause 3 of the agreement was in these terms: 
Prior to the commencement to this engagement and during its continuance 
or within six months afterwards no artist shall perform at any other place 
of entertainment within twenty miles of Manchester, neither shall any 
artist during this engagement perform at any occasional concert tour, 
club, institute, or any place of amusement in that area without the written 
consent of the directors of the Tivoli, Manchester (Limited). At the trial 
it was argued for the defendant that the restriction was unreasonable in 
point of time, as it extended after the e ment terminated, and un- 
reasonable also in point of , as the limitation included seventeen large 
towns in all of which the lady was well known, and Nordenfelt v. Maxim- 
Nordenfelt Guns and Ammunition Co, (1894, A, C. 535) was relied on. For 
the plaintiffs it was sabmitted that the true test was whether the limita- 
tion was greater than was necessary to give protection to the person for 
whose benefit the restrictive covenant had been imposed. At the con- 
clusion of the arguments judgment was /. 

Wacroy, J., ingiving judgment, said there were two questions for him to 
consider—(1) whether the restriction was reasonable wita reference to the 
interests of the parties concerned, and (2) even if reasonable in their 
interests, whether it was injurious to the public. If the restraint was not 
reasonable in the interests of the parties concerned, it was against public 
policy, and therefore void, Further, as he understood the law, even if 
the restraint were not unreasouable in the interests of the parties concerned, 
it might of itself be of such a character as to be injurious to the public, 
and in such a case it would be void, He was satisfied that there was 
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nothing in the particular circumstances of this case to make the restriction 
injurious to the public, and the only question, therefore, was whether it was 
reasonable with reference to the interests of the parties concerned. Those 
interests appeared to be perfectly clear. It was in the interest of the plaintiffs 
that they should get value for the price they were paying, and that the per- 
formances of Mme. Colley at the Tivoli should not be depreciated by her 
appearance elsewhere in the Manchester district within certain periods. 
On the other hand, it was in defendant’s interest that she should secure 
an engagement at the Tivoli extending over a period at a salary of £60 a 
week. He was not called upon to decide whether, having regard tu the 
restriction, the salary was adequate or not. It was a matter of bargain 
between the parties, who were quite competent to look after their own 
interests. He was not satisfied that the restriction was not an element 
present in the miud. of the contracting parties, and he thought the defendant 
would not have secured the engagement if she had not submitted to the 
restriction. The restraint, in his judgment, was one upon which plaintiffs 
might reasonably insist for the protection of their interests, and, therefore, 
they were entitled to the injunction which they claimed with costs.— 
Counset, MeCail, K.C., and Morton Smith ; Robert Wallace, K.C.,and R. W. 
Turner. Soxricirons, G. B Wyatt Digby ; Amery Parkes §& Powell. 
[Reported by Ersxtxe Rein, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 








Law Societies. 
The Annual General Meeting of the Bar. 


The annual general meeting of the bar was held on Tuesday in the old 
dining-hall of Lincoln’s-inn. The Arrorney-Generat, K.C., M.P., took 
the chair. 

The Cuarrman moved the adoption of the annual statement of the 
General Council of the Bar. He said that a request had been made to the 
Council that a member of the governing body of the University of Liver- 
pool should be nominated by the Council of the bar. Mr. William Pick- 
ford, K.C., had been nominated, and he thought that the Council might 
congratulate themselves upon this public recognition of their position. 
With regard to the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, he said the Council had 
been able to give a great deal of attention to the question of the rules 
regulating procedure under this Act, and had made valuable suggestions. 
With the form that the rules had finally assumed the Council had no 
fault to find. On the question of the remuneration to be paid to barristers 
under the Act, the Council had made representations to the Home Secretary, 
which were now under consideration by that Minister. The only observation 
thathe would make ont hequestion of the proposed School of Law was this: He 
earnestly hoped that if the proposed school became a working ivstitution 
the Bar Council would beable to co-operate in its working. Their Council 
might be in a position, together with the benchers of the several Inns of 
Court, to secure on the governing body of the school men familiar with the 
= work of the bar and its bearing on the teaching of students. 

e Long Vacation was a question of perennial interest. Resolutions had 
been passed in favour of the alteration of the date of the vacation, so that 
it might begin at the commencement of August. The difficulty was the 
effect that any such change might have on the circuit arrangements. The 
report, however, stated that a scheme had been prepared by the Council 
shewing that it was possible to adapt the present circuit system to the 
a alteration ot the date of the Long Vacation. An invitation had 

mn sent to the Council from America that delegates should attend the 
great meeting of lawyers and jurists which was to take place in St. Louis 
about the end of September. The Council had been giad to receive the 
invitation, and he earnestly hoped that some representatives of the Council 
might be able to att-nd at that great gathering of lawyers of all countri+s. 

Mr. Warmincron, K.C., seconded the motion. With regard to the 
conference at St. Louis, he said that they had had an intimation that the 
Attorney-General himself was thinking of attending it, and if he did so he 
was sure they would all feel that they could have no abler and no worthier 
representative of the bar of England than he would be. There were 
others also who would probably attend the conference as representatives 
of the bar. 

In reply to a member respecting the School of Law movement, the 
CyartkmMan said the scheme was still alive, and its terms were now under 
cousideration. He could not-say what the decision of the Law Society 
and of the Inns of Court upon it would be, but he would be disappointed 
if it did not take effect in a working School of Law. 

The statement was adopted. 

Sir E. Crauxer, K.C., moved: ‘‘ That this meeting expresses its strong 
approval of the conclusion by this country of treaties of arbitration with 
other countries, and also the manifestations in Canada and the United 
States in favour of the conclusion of a similar treaty between this country 
and the United States, and it trusts that the General Council of the Bar 
will take advantage of any opportunity of co-operating with representa- 
tatives of the legal profession in Canada and the United States for the 
attainment of this object.’’ He said that he hesitated to undertake to 
propose that resolution there, because it seemed at first sight a little 
outside the scope of the discussions of their meeting. ‘They dealt 
there with domestic questions, but if there were an exception to the 
rule which would restrict their discussions at that place he hoped 
it might be made in favour of that resolution. He referred to the 
arbitration treaty made last year between England and France. The mere 
existence of that treaty enabled diplomacy to bring within the limits of 
quiet and businesslike discussion a great many matters which would be 
very dangerous if they were left alone until times when public feeling 
might be excited. Perhaps it would be still better if we could have a 








treaty of the same kind with the United States. If the Attorney-General] 
should go to St. Louis as a representative of the English bar, he was sure 
he would be glad to go taking with him a resolution from that bar in 
favour of a treaty of arbitration between this country and the United 
States. 

Mr. Carver, K.C., seconded the resolution. He said that practically 
every State in the world had now agreed to accept The Hague tribunal 
for settling international differences. 

Mr. Tuomas Barcray thought the treaty with the States ought to go 
further than the Anglo-French treaty. A treaty signed in 1897, bearing 
the names of Pauncefote and Olney, was on the lines of the treaty 
subsequently negotiated between England and France, but this was not 
ratified by the American Senate. He had just had an opportunity of 
sounding the feeling of the American Senate of the present day on this 
question, and he was afraid that if the same treaty were proposed again 
it would not be ratified. 

The resolution was carried with a few dissentients. 





United Law Society. 


In consequence of the death of Mr. Justice Byrne, which the society 
deeply regretted, the debate on Monday, the 11th of April, was cancelled. 


April 18.—Mr. C. Kains-Jackson moved: ‘‘ That this society would 
welcome a high-class comedy not dependent for interest on an infraction 
of the seventh commandment.’’ Mr. Neville Tebbutt opposed. The 
speakers were Messrs G H. Head, T. Wylie, W. S. Clayton Greene, 
A. H. Richardson, J. F. W. Galbraith, and F. O. Clutton. Mr. Kains- 
Jackson replied. The motion was carried by six votes to five. 








The Solicitor-General on Lawyers. 


Tue President of the Leeds Law Students’ Society, Sir Edward Carson, 
Solicitor-General, attended the annual dinner of the society on the Lith 
inst. In proposing the toast of the Leeds Law Students’ Society, he 
said : I always think that the lawyer in Parliament holds a very unique 
position. Ithink I may safely say he is the most abused and the most 
appreciated man in the House of Commons. Somehow or other the House 
does not like lawyers, and somehow or other it cannot do without them, 
So far as the country is concerned, when we know that about 150 members 
of the House of Commons belong to our profession, I think | may say we 
are fully appreciated by the country in general. Each [louse of Parlia- 
ment is presided over by a lawyer, and although the present Premier has 
perhaps a more honest hostility to lawyers that any man I am acquainted 
with, { tind, on looking through his Cabinet, that he has no less than six 
lawyers to,assist him iu it, and of the Secretaries of State three are lawyers 
—all appointed by himself. Turning to the things necessary to success in 
the lawyers vocation, Sir Edward Carson remarked that he might be 
expected to say that, above all things, they should study law—in a some- 
what modified fashionable phrase, that they should *‘ think legally.’’ Buthe 
took a different view of the profession. If there was anything in the 
world he truly hated, it was the man who was merely a professional 
man. There was nothing he more disliked than the man who 
had become a specialist, whether he was a theologian, a doctor, 
a barrister, or a solicitor. He did not believe that the real road 
to success was by a mere study of law, or by being merely lawyers. 
He was not attempting to lay down that the lawyer should be a 
man who knows no law. What he desired to say was that in all the 
professions there was a great tendency to specialize, and there was far 
more to be gained by young men, having once attained a sufficient know- 
ledge of law and legal procedure, applyiug themselves to wider studies— 
the studies not merely of histury, of literature, aud of affairs, but, above 
all things, the study of human nature. I often with, he said, when I hear 
judges who sit aloft in those unassailable place-—1 often wish that many 
ot them, instead of trying to m«ke a rigid application to the very death 
of a legal principle, that they would make the law yield to circumstances, 
just as circumstances must yield to the law; and I believe it is in the 
knowledge of human nature, and in the admission of the fact that men 
are very much what the Creator made them, applying our law with that 
knowledge, that we come to the real ‘solution im the adaptation of legal 
principles to human circumstances. Human nature is just as varied as 
are the laws upon our statute books. If they wauted to be successful a8 
advocates, above all things they must be bold, and above all things 
remember it was the golden rule of an advocate never to be airaid of 4 
judge. 





In reply to a question by Mr. Henniker Heaton, Sir Robert Finlay, in 4 
printed answer, says that the following are the particulars of solicitors 
struck off the roll tor malpractices during the last tive years : 





Year. After Conviction, | Under Solicitors Act, 1883. 
| 
. — wre = eee 2 ee 
1699 ‘i 15 
1900 13 21 
19v1 5 26 
1902 7 17 
1903 6 19 
Laea ries — 
S tocnmm 33 98 
~~ 
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Companies. 
Alliance Assurance Company. 


AnnvaL Meerine. 


The annual general court of the shareholders of the above company 
was held on Wednesday at the head offices, Bartholomew-lane, Lord 
RoruscniLpD, the chairman, presiding. 

Mr. Roserr Lewis, general manager and secretary, having read the 
notice, 

‘She CuarrMAN, in moving the adoption of the report, said this was the 
quinquennial year in the life department. It must be satisfactory to the 
shareholders that the life business continued to increase, and during the 
last year 1,545 policies were taken out, insuring a sum of nearly a million 
sterling. ‘Lhe estimated annual premium income was very nearly £42,000, 
the net new premiums were £35,000, and the expenditure charged to the 
life account was only 10 per cent. The life insurance fund, exclusive 
ot the Imperial life, and the quinquennial valuation of the Imperial 
was not included, was at the close of the quingennium £3,877,993 8s. 5d., 
being an increase of about a million sterling over the amount of the 
preceding quinquennium, and the annuity fund had been increased in 
the same period from £185,852 to £570,000 odd. It was stated in the 
report that the actuarial valuation as on previous occasions had been 
made on very conservative lines, for after making special reserves there 
was available for distribution amongst the policy-holders, after deducting 
nearly £15,000 paid in interim bonuses, £377,000 odd. So the directors 
were able to declare a bonus for the quinquennium of 30s. per cent. per 
avnum in respect of Alliance policies issued after 1893 and now in force, and 
there remained a balance of £67,742 19s. 3d. to be carried forward, of which 
£38,000 was specially reserved for participating policies in the Alliance 
old series. The Imperial Life account had been increased by over 
£64,000, and now stood at £2,525,000. The leasehold investment account 
had increased £40,000 in the year, and now stood at £367,000. Coming to 
the fire department, that was one which, although it was not the only 
source of profit—the life department was very large—is the one which 
perhaps interested the large body of shareholders more. Before 
proceeding to analyze the accounts and make any statement, he should 
like to call attention to some figures which he had had prepared to shew 
what a fluctuating business the fire business was. The directors of this 
great corporation had steadily built up a strong reserve and intended to 
continue that pvlicy. Since 1893 the total amount of premiums received 
by the fire offices in the United Kingdom was £197,350,844. In the year 
1893 the fire companies made no profit, but a loss of £350,485, the per- 
centage of loss being £1 17s. 2d. on their premiums. In 1894 the percentage of 
profit was £8 18s. 4d. in 1895 it was £9 16s. 6d., in 1896 £9 7s. 5d, in 
1897 £8 145. 7d., in 1898 £4 18s. 1d., in 1899 £3 Os. 5d., in 1900 £4 7s. 5d., 
ym 1901 £1 13s, 5d., in 1902 £13 7s. 8d. The average.percentage of profit 
for the ten years was £6 5s. per annum. It had been the policy of the 
directors to build up a strong reserve, so that out of the surplus protits in 
good years or by amalgamation with other companies they would be 
enabled to pay the same dividend—and a high dividend—to the share- 
holders. He thought the meeting would acknowledge that that policy had 
been successful, and although there might be some little disappointment 
at continuing to pay 8s. tor so many years, there ought to be general 
satisfaction at the bonns this year of 2s., making the dividend 10s., with 
a good prospect of being able to continue that dividend during the 
next quinquennium. The company had received a large addition to the 
shareholders funds from the life profits this year which had enabled 
the board to set aside a sum for the depreciation in the securities. That 
depreciation amounted to something under 4 per cent. of the securities 
dealt in on the Stock Exchange, but it was evident the public appreciated 
their policy for the ivcrease in the value of the shares since last year had 
been equal to 8 per cent. on their value, so that the shareholders might 
hope that the policy which had been initiated some years ago would result 
in the increased value of their shares. He thought they would recognize 
what a large business the society was carrying on when he told them that 
a dividend of a shilling per share on the capital of the Alliance absorbed 
$23,281 5s. a year, a dividend of 10s. absorbed £232,812 10s. In order to 
pay a dividend of 10s. a share the profit on the fire account would 
have to be 12 per cent., that was supposing the premium income 
remained at £900,000. £112,500 profiton the tire account, £122,000 of 
luterest on the accumulated funds gave £234,000. The bonus of 2s. 
absorbed £46,562 10s., and he thought the shareholders would realize what 
large figures were necessary, and what a large business the staff had- to 
look atter, m order to pay that bonus. ‘They would feel as he did, that if 
during the remainder of the quinquenuium they were to pay the samedividend 
they ought to consider themselves very lucky and be very thankful to the 
stalf for their labours. ‘The net rate of profit realized last year was 
exceedingly lurge, being £190,117 8s. 4d., or 21}ths of the premium income, 
The interest on capital, fire insurance fund, and profit and loss brought 
the total profit to £311,902 1s, 4d., and after putting aside the sum of 
£232,812 10s to cover the dividend and bonus payable in 1904, there would 
remaiu a profit and loss account of £228,986 178. Td. as compared with 
£188,000 last year. 

Mr. James tLeicurr seconded the motion, and after some congratulatory 
remu:ks from varivus shareholders the report was unanimously adopted. 

Che retiring directors and auditors were re-elected and the proceedings 
closed with a vote of thanks to the chairman. 








The list of House of Lords appeals is stated to contain thirty-five 
cases, of which twenty-eight are English, five are Scotch, and two are 
Irish appeals, 





Obituary. 
Mr. E. Macrory, K.C. 


Mr. Edmund Macrory, K.C., died this week, in his 73rd year, after a 
long illness. He was the son of Mr. A. J. Macrory, of Belfast, and was 
educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and was cailed to the bar iu 1853. He 
joined the Northern Circuit, and became an expert in Patent Law. In 
1890 he was made a Queen’s Counsel, but retired from practice some years 
ago. He was one of the editors of Hindmarsh on the Law of Patents. 
He took an active part in the formation and management of the Barristers’ 
Benevolent Association, of which he was honorary secretary for many 
years. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Jounn T. Dove, solicitor, of Manchester, has been appoined Vice- 
Consul of the United States for the City of Manchester and Wistrict. 

Lord Justice Romer has been appointed Master of the Walks of the 
Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn in place of the late Mr. Forbes, K.C. 


Mr. A. P. Pexcevat Keep, barrister-at-law, has been appointed by the 
Attorney-General Prosecuting Counsel to the Treasury in Mint Cases at 
Warwick Assizes and Sessions (including the borough). 


General. 


The Lord Chancellor will preside at the annual meeting of the Inns of 
Court Mission, which will be held in Lincoln s-inn-hall on Wednesday, 
the 11th of May, at 4.30. He will be supported by the Lord Chief Justice, 
the Master of the Rolls, the Bishop of Kensington, and the Attorney- 
General. ° 


Wednesday next will be ‘‘ Call Night ’’ of Easter Term at the Inns of 
Court, when. says the Times, thirty-five students will become barristers- 
at-law. Of this number nineteen are entered at the Inner ‘lemple, nine 
at the Middle ‘I'emple, six at Lincoln’s-inu, and one at Gray’s-inn. The 
total at Easter Term last year was fifty-nine. 

A Texas lawyer was, says the Central Law Journal, defending a coloured 
kleptomeniac on the plea of insanity. He made an eloquent speech on 
the irresponsible condition of his client’s mind to the jury, and took his 
seat. His idiot client reached over, touched his arm, and said emphati- 
cally: ‘** You is de biggest fool in dis town.”” The opposing attorney 
remarked : ‘‘ There, I tuld you he had lucid intervals.” 


A member of the Lynchburg (Va.) bar, appealing to the court for the 
discharge of his client, wound up, says the Centrai Law Journal, with the 
statement that if the court held him for another trial, a stain would be 
left on his character which could not be washed off by all the soap which 
could be manufactured from the ‘‘ ponderous carcase of the common- 
wealth’s attorney."’ ‘To this the latter replied that he “‘ desired to advise 
the court, if they thought it proper to boil his body into soap, they should 
look to the opposite counsel for the concentrated lye out of which to 
make it.”’ 

The extensive cutting of forests in recent years has, says the Harvard 
Law Review, led to the disappearance of a great many fresh-water lakes. 
Every such occurrence may bring before the courts a most perplexing 
problem—namely, the apportionment of the Jake-bed among the riparian 
owners. A recent Minnesota case furnishes anexample. A non-navigable 
pond several hundred acres in area gradually dried up, leaving a tract of 
tertile land. The riparian owners, who, by the law of Minnesota, own the 
beds of non-navigable ponds, applied to have their boundary lines deter- 
mined. ‘lhe Supreme Court on appeal s ted that the riparian owners 
should each take triangular pieces meeting at the centre of the pond: 
Scheifert v. Briegel (96 N. W. Rep. 44). 

Though there is little likelihood of women being admitted to the legal 
protession, their capacity as legal advisers is, says the Globe, not to go 
uutried. One of the ladies who have lately sought admis-ion to the bar 
has announced her mtention of devoting herself to the unpaid work of the 
‘** Poor Man’s Lawyer.’ There is some fitness in a lady who has taken the 
degree of LL.B. at (xford and of LL.D. at London placing her legal 
attainments at the disposal of one of the many institutions that have been 
established for providing poor people with legal assistance, for the majority 
of the clients of the ‘* Poor Man's Lawyer”? are womeu. At the * 
Dispensary ’’ in Edinburgh, which has just issued its annual report, 213 
men and 274 women received legal advice during the past year. The aid 
of the dispensary was sought in 103 matrimonial cases, in 82 of which the 
applicants were Wives. 


In reply to a question by Mr. Tennant whether the Home Secretary 
would grauta return of the accident and sickness iusurance laws in France, 
Germany, Switzerland, and Austria, setting forth the amounts contributed 
by the workpeople, the number of days’ sickness berore which compensa- 
tion becomes payable, and the scale of such compensation in the case of 
death, total disablement, partial disablement ees total loss of a limb, 
and for temporary disablement through accident and sickness respectively, 
Mr. Akers- Douglas says, in a ted answer : | understand that the depart- 
mental committee on the Workmen's Compensation Act has collected 
material with regard to foreign laws of a kindred nature, and will print in 
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an appendix to their report a memorandum which will deal, amongst 
other matters, with the points indicated by the hon. member. I think 
that such a memorandum is likely to serve the hon. member’s purpose 
better than any return which Icould compile. There would be very great 
difficulty in dealing with this subject usefully in the form of a return ; and 
I suggest that it would be best to await the issue of the memorandum 
referred to. 


.In answer to a question by Mr. Henniker Heaton, whether the 
attention of the Attorney-General had been called to the number of 
solicitors who had been struck of the roll during the past five years for 
misappropriating the moneys of their clients, and whether he would take 
steps to protect clients and reduce the number of offenders in the 
profession by, among other things, creating a public trustee with whom 
the moneys of clients might be invested, Sir Robert Finlay says, in a 
printed reply: His Majesty's Government have already taken steps to 
meet the evil to which the question calls attention by the introduction and 
passing of the Larceny Act of 1901, which deals with the very numerous 
cases to which the existing provisions for the punishment of fraudulent 
trustees did not apply. The Judicial Trustee Act, 1896, makes provision 
for the appointment of a judicial trustee in any case in which application 
is made to the court for the purpose. It would not be practicable to make 
the investment of trust moneys with a public trustee compulsory, and, 
moreover, any such measure could not have any application to the very 
large class of cases in which no formal trust has been created. 


In reply to a question by Mr. Schwann whether the attention of the 
Attorney-General had been drawn to the strictures pronounced by the 
Chief Justice of Bombay on the criminal proceedings taken under the 
sanction of Government against Mr. Tilak for forgery and perjury ; whether 
he was aware that this prosecution, which ended in an acquittal by 
the High Court, lasted over one-and-a-half years, at a cost to the 
Government of about a half lakh of rupees; whether he would state who 
were the persons responsible for the prosecution, and what notice was 
being taken of their conduct; and what compensation would be paid to 
Mr. Tilak, Mr. Brodrick, in a printed answer, says : My attention has been 
drawn to the judgment of the Chief Justice of Bombay, as reported in the 
newspapers, overruling the judgment of the court below, which had been 
adverse to Mr. Tilak. I have no official information on the subject ; but I 
understand that the proceedings were initiated, not by Government, but 
by the direction of a district judge, who considered that Mr. Tilak had 
given false evidence in a case that was tried before him. This direction 
he had power to give under section 476 of the Criminal Procedure Code ; 
and the fact that the Court of Final Appeal took a different view of Mr. 
Tilak’s conduct does not appear primé facie to be a ground for com- 
pensation. 








The Governor and Company of the Bank of England give notice that 
they are authorized to receive applications for the £2,500,000 India £3 per 
Cent. Stock, not redeemable before 5th October, 1948. Trustees are 
empowered to invest in this stock, unless expressly forbidden by the 
instrument creating the trust. Minimum price of the issue, £94 10s. per 
cent Tenders must be delivered at the Chief Cashier’s Office, Bank of 
England, before two o’clock on Wednesday, the 27th April, 1904, anda 
deposit of £5 per cent. on the nominal amount of the stock tendered for 
must be paid at the time of the delivery of the tender. The deposit must 
not be enclosed in the tender, 








Death. 
Baker.—On the 18th inst., at 13, Radnor-place, Hyde Park, W., Edward Coles Baker, 
late of King William’s Towa, Cape Colony, aged 60. Interment at Perivale Church- 
yard, Ealing, at 3.30 on Thursday, 21st inst. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Reeistrans 1s ATTENDANCE ON 
we Emercexcy <Apreat Covrt Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Rota. No. 2. KEKEWICH. Byrye. 
Monday, April ..,.....18 Mr. Carrington Mr. King Mr. R. Leach Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesday......... caancoreeee Beal Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
Wednesday ... 20 Jackson King R. Leach Pemberton 
Thursday ... ......2..0-0.-21 Pemberton Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
WD cvcsdivvecoscscccese 22 Godfrey King R. Leach Pemberton 
Saturday ............-000023 R. Leach Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Z FARWELL. Buckiey. JOYCE. Swinves Eapy. 
Monday, April ........ 18 Mr. Greswell Mr. W. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. Church 
sinesercveesenece Church Theed Carrington Greswell 
Greswell W. Leach Beal Theed 
Church Theed Carrington W. Leach 
Greswell W. Leach Bea Farmer 
Church Theed Carrington King 





COURT OF APPEAL, 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1904. 
(Continued from p. 402). 
FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
General List. 
104, 


Divorce Neligan v Neligan appl of petn from order of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated Feb 4, 1904 Feb 13 


‘New Trial Paper.) 
1903. 
Divorce Bispham v Bispham, Shaw and Studdert appl of petnr for 


judgt or new trial, dated Dec 17, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 

| Barnes and aspecialjury Dec 23 

| FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER, 

‘General List. 
1904, 

Stones ld v Stones (Preston District Registry) appl of deft from order of 
the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Aug 6, 
1903 Jan 26 

Cundiff v Middlehurst and anr appl of defts from order of the Vice- 
Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Dec 15, 1904 
Feb 23 

Bullivant and ors v Richard Johnson & Nephew ld appl of pltfis from 
order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated 
Dec11, 1903 March 14 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
In re Reis, A (expte L & A Samuel), No 674 of 1903 from an order made 
by Mr Justice Wright, dated Jan 18, 1904 (c av 16th March, 1904 
(heard before Vaughan Williams, Stirling, and Cozens-Hardy, L.JJ.) 


(For Hearing.) 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), No 314 of 1903 from a Receiving Order 
made by Mr Registrar Brougham, dated 23rd March, 1904 

In re A Debtor (expte The Petitioning Creditors), No 839 of 1903 from 
an order made by Mr Registrar Brougham, dated Ist Dec, 1903, dismis- 
sing the petition 

In re Rowe, A S (expte F S Salaman, Trustee), No 1 of 1903 from an 
order made by Mr Justice Buckley, dated 29th Feb, 1904 

In re Gaskell, ‘I’ K (expte The Bankrupt), No 431 of 1903 from an Order 
made by Mr Registrar Hope, dated 25th Feb, 1904, varying an Order of 
Discharge, dated 26th Nov, 1903 

In re Pieris, RS (expte The Bankrupt), No 521 of 1902 from an order made 
by Mr Registrar Brougham, dated 24th Feb, 1904, dismissing with costs 
an application by the Bankrupt 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1902. 

Brown and Goodman v Simpson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated July 10, 1902, with a special jury, Huntingdon (not 
before seven days after judgt given in House of Lords in Simpson v 
Attorney-Gen) July 17 

1903. 

Levy v Barnett appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated Jan 17, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex (so until Chancery Matter 
disposed of) Feb 5 

Wilson v Twamley appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
May 18, 1903, with a special jury, Middlesex June 5 

Yeoman (Suppliant) v The King (Respt) appl of respt from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, on trial of Petition of Right, dated May 4, 1903, with- 
out a jury, Middlesex June 9 

Wilson v Twamley appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
May 18, 1903, with a special jury, Middlesex June 11 

In the Matter of an Appeal to the County of the parts of Holland Quarter 
Sessions, West Ham Union, Applts v Holbech Union, Respts appl of 
applts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and 
Channell, dated July 14,1903 July 23 

Glover & Co 1d v Sundquist & Co appl of pltffs trom order of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated July 2, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex July 30 

Caspari v Loewy appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated July 
16, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex July 31 

Loates v Maple appl of deft’s executors from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated March 5, 1905, and cross-notice by pltif, dated April 6, 1905 

| restored March 28, 1904) March 27 

| 

| 








Glamorganshire County Council, prosecutmg in the name of the King, 
Applts v Charles Hunton and ors, Respts app! of applts from judgt of 
the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and Channell, dated July 18, 

| 1903 July 18 

Smith v Charing Cross, Euston, and Hampstead Ry Co appl of pltff from 

judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 14, 1903, without a jury, 

Middlesex July 21 » 

| Kleinworth, Sons & Co v Reddaway & Cold appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bigham, dated April 23, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
July 24 

Cullen v Elwin and ors appl of pltff (in forma pauperis) from judgt of 
The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and Channell, dated April 29, 
1903 July 25 

Coley v Cory & Cold appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated June 18, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex July 27 

‘The Nitrate Produce Steamship Co ld v Wills & Co appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated July 16, 1903, without a jury, 
Middlesex / July 31 
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Hawkins, Trustee, &c, v MacFrank and anr Same v Anna Frank Samev 
Same (consolidated by order) appl of petnr from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated July 28, 1903 (restored Feb 22, 1904) Aug 5 

Waller and ors vy Turnbull, Scott, & Co appl of pltffs from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bigham, dated July 3, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 7 

Ogdens Id v Nelson appl of pltffs from judgt of The Lord Chief 
Justice, dated July 25, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 8 
Same v Telford appl of pltffs from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, 
dated July 25, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 8 

Peck v The Great Eastern Ry Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated June 24, 1903, without a jury, Essex Aug 10 

Thompson v Wilkinson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Philli- 
more, dated July 18, 1903, without a jury, Durham Aug 10 

Firth v Snow appl of pltff from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, dated 
July 24, 1903, with a special jury, Middlesex Aug 12 

Moffatt v Morbey appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Aug 6, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 12 

Stephens v Dudbridge Iron Works Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bruce, dated July.27, 1903, with a special jury, Gloucester, Aug 12 

Hannell and ors v Westrope and ors appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated July 1, 1903, without a jury, Bedford Aug 18 

Herschel Jones v Williams appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated Aug 5, 1903, without a jury, Swansea Aug 20 

Randall & ors v Mickelborough appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated Aug 5, 1993, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 22 

Schuley v Holdsworth and ors appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated Aug 6, 1903, without a jury, Leeds Aug 27 

Lycett Id v Ashton appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, 
without a jury, Birmingham Aug 31 

Welsh v Refuge Assurance Co ld~ appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Com- 
missioner Bray, K.C., dated Aug 11, 1903, without a jury, Lancaster 
(so for appointment of legal representative Sept 15 

Hattersley & Sons ld v Hodgson ld appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated July 16, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
Sept 17 

hon v Allatini appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
July 1, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Sept 30 

Bowring and ors v The Triton Insce Cold appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kennedy, dated Aug 4, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Oct 22 

Pennycook, &c., Co 1d v Todd and anr appl of deft from judgt of The 
Lord Chief Justice, dated July 30, 1903, and a special jury, Middlesex 
Oct 28 

Marler & Co v Kirby appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated Aug 4, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Oct 31 

Shaddock v St German’s RDC appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated Aug 10, 1903, without a jury, Bodmin Nov 11 

Lister v Murgatroyd appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated Aug 6, 1903, without a jury, Leeds Nov 12 

Davis v Houston appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
Nov 2, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 13 

Forster (Liquidator, &c) vy Ocean Accident Corpn ld appl of Forster from 

judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 5, 1903 (special case) Nov 17 

Kitson Lighting Co of Great Britain 1d v Arthur Kitson appl of pltffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 6, 1903, without a jury, 
Middlesex Nov 26 

Turner, Brightman, & Co ld v James Bannatyne & Sons ld appl of 
pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Nov 11, 1903, without a 
jury, Middlesex Nov 26 

Batson and anr v The School Board for London appl of defts from judgt 
. Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 4, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
Nov 28 

In the Matter of John Joshua Hands, gentleman, one, &c appl of M M 
Dessau from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Nov 16, 1903 (security 
ordered) Nov 28 

Hughes, &c v Burke appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated Oct 24,1903 Dec 2 

In the Matter of an Arbitration J S Allison & Co, Owners of the SS 
Dorothy v J P Rose Richards appl of JS Allison & Co from judgt of 
Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 5, 1903, special case Dec 3 

Sampson v Somers appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated Nov 24, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex - Dec 5 

Gerome v Van Laun appl of pltft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated Nov 24, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 7 

Sellar v Charles Bright & Cold appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 

_Phillimore (in Chambers), dated Nov 18, 1903 Dee 9 

Finch and ors v Willoughby appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated Nov 13, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 9 

Lusher v Hassard app! of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated Nov 7, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 17 

Howarth & Sons v Forder appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, 
dated Nov 13, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 18 

Garbutt v The Standing Joint Committee of the Quarter Sessions of the 
County Council of Durham appl of appellant Garbutt from judgt of 


the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Lawrance and Kennedy, dated Dec 


10,1903 Dee 23 

Pulleyne and anr vy The Colne Fishery Co and The Colne Fishery Board 
appl of pltffs from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, dated Dec 4, 1903, 
Without a jury, Middlesex Dec 23 

Stockwood & Williams v Parry and Wife appl of deft Susan Parry from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated Dee 12, 1903, without a jury, 
Glamorganshire Dec 23 

Taff Vale Ry Co v Cory Bros & Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bruce, dated Dec 10, 1903 (jury discharged), Cardiff Dec 24 


\ 


of Mr Justice Jelf, dated Dec 16, 1903, without a jury, M 
Dawson v The Great Northern and City Ry Co appl of pltff from judgt 
of Mr Justice Wright, dated Dec 8, 1903 Dec 31 
The Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Cold v Maison Talbot and ors appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr. Justice Walton, dated Dec 18, 1903, without a 
jury, Middlesex Dec3l1 The Clipper Pneumatic se Co ld v Same 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated 18, 1903, with- 
outa jury, Middlesex Dec 1 
FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearre. 
With Nautical Assessors. 


(Final List.) 
1903. 
Duc d’Aumale—1902—Folio 274 The Marychurch Steamship Co ld v The 
Elliott Steam Tug Cold and La Compagnie Maritime Francaise ( ) 


app! of defts La Compagnie Maritime Francaise from judgt of 
Justice Barnes, dated Oct 28,1903 Novi3 . ; 
| Same v Same (damage) appl of defts The Elliott Steamship Co ld from 


judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, dated Oct 28,1903 Nov 24 
Without Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
1903. 

Manar—1903—Folio 29 The Northern Trusts 1d v Strachan Bros (mort- 
gage) appl of defts from judgment of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated July 
14,1903 Oct 8 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 

(New Trial Paper.) 
1903. 


Howard v Chittenden & Simmons appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, da Oct 30, 1903, at trial before Mr 
Justice Phillimore and a common jury, Middlesex Nov7 

Marks v Samuel appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Nov 3, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham anda 
special jury, Middlesex Nov 11 . 

Bence v Anderson appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on oes 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 3, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice ling 
and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 11 : 

Bunting v Sautter & Co appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on cog! Gon 
verdict and judgt, dated 30, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice ling 
and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 12 

Scobell v Gadd appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Nov 2, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Kennedy and a 
special jury, Middlesex Nov 14 } 

Cole v The Isle of Thanet Electric Tramways and Lighting Cold appln 
of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
Nov 6, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Bigham and a jury, 
Middlesex Nov 17 

Hamilton v Seal appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt dated Nov 2, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a 
special jury, Middlesex Nov 18 ‘ : 

Giddy & Giddy v Earl Russell appln of deft for judgt or new trial of 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 10, 1903, at trial before 
Mr Justice Kennedy and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 21 

Sherley v Kino appln of pitt for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Nov 11, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and 
special jury, Middlesex Nov 21 

Joynt v The Cycle Trade Publishing Co ld and anr appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 19, 
1903, at trial before Mr Justice Kennedy and a common jury, Middlesex 
Nov 21 

The Royal British Bank ld v Luck appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 14, 1903, at trial before Mr 
Justice Darling, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 25 : 

Johnston v The Great Western Ry Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 4, 1903, at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 30 

Weiser v Segar a pln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated ov 23, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Wright and a 
—— jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice by pltff, dated Dec 14, 1903 

ov 30 
| Darvill v Cameron & Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 25, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Kennedy 
and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 4 : 
Hubback v The British North Borneo Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
| trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 1, 1903, at trial before 
Mr. Justice Lawrance and a special jury, London Dec 8 





| Haycocks & Sons ld v Forsaith and Block appln of defts for judgt or new 


trial on appl from verdict and judgt, da’ ov 30, 1903, at trial before 
Mr Justice Kennedy and a common jury, Middlesex (security ordered) 
Dee 11 

Heath and ors v Jay and ors appln of defts R J Smith, A M Jay and A E 
Jay for judgt pi fan trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 20, 
1903, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a common jury, 
Dec 14 


Bouchard and ors. v Prince’s Hall Restaurant ld appl of pltff from judgt - 
Tadlesex Dee 28 
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Exchange Telegraph Co ld v The B D Syndicate 1d and ors appln of defts 
Mellis & Wyman for jndgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated Dec 3, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Waltou and a special jury, 
Middlesex 

Hall and anr v Lees and ors appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 11, 1¥03, at trial before Mr Justice 
Jelf and a special jury, Salford Division, Lancaster Dec 19 

Barker v Yorkshire Laundries Cold appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt dated Dec 5, 1903, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 24 


1904, 


Wolff and anr (trading, &c) v R Walker & Sons appln of pltffs for judgt 
or new trial on app! from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 18, 1903, at trial 
before The Sheriff of London and a special jury, from a writ of enquiry, 
Middlesex Jan 1 

Victor v Rutter appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl from ver- 
dict and judgt, dated Dec 28, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
and a special jury, Middlesex Jan 1 

Bradshaw v Kelly appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from ver- 
dict and judgt, dated Jan 12, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
and a special jury, Middlesex (security ordered) Jan 22 

Cornall v Clarke appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from ver- 
dict and judgt, dated Jan 14, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance 
and a special jury, Middlesex Jan 22 

Scott v Goldstein and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 16, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a special jnry, Middlesex Jan 23 

Skinner v Hunt and ors appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 21, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and acommon jury, Middlesex Jan27 

Stewart and ors v Foster appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 22, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 1 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1902. 

Owles v Foster and Taylor (Assignee‘ appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Bucknill, dated May 1, 1902 part heard s o (pending trial of 
issues) May 8 

1904, 

Crook v Crickett appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated 
March 16, 1904 March 23 

Larcher and orsv G T Symons & Co _ appl of pitffs from order of Mr 
Justice Bruce, dated March 21,1904 March 24 

Winterton and anr v Robertson appl of plitffs from order of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated March 22, 1904 March 30 

Payne v Pulman and ors appl of defts John and E E Pulman from order 
of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated March 21, 1904 March 30 

Graves v Lebaudy appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated 
March 30, 1904 March 31 

David (Judgment Creditor) v Rees (Judgment Debtor) Aberaman Football 


Club, garnishees appl of E H Rees, one of the garnishees, from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated March 22, 1904 March 31 


In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
From County Covrts. 
1903. 
Norman & Burt v Walder appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Sussex, Hayward’s Heath), dated Oct 1, 1903 Oct 20 
Brindle v Jones appl of respt from award of County Court (Lancashire, 
Chorley), dated Oct 14,1903 Oct 28 
Williams v Brintons 1d appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Worcestershire, Kidderminster), dated Oct 13, 1903 Oct 28 
Linklater v Webster & Son ]d_ appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Yorkshire, Kingston-upon-Hull), dated Oct 14, 1903 Nov 2 
Dyer v Swift Cy:le Co ld appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, City of London Court), dated Nov 2, 1903 Nov 13 
, Mary v Failsworth Industrial Soc ld appl of respts from award 
of County Court (Lancashire, Oldham), dated Nov 12, 1903 Nov 19 
Giblin v Kenzie appl of respt from award of County Court (Kent, 
Bromley), dated Nov 6, 1903 Nov 26 
Wainwright, George (Administrator) v C & H Crichton appl of respt from 
rT of County Court (Lancaster, Liverpool), dated Nov 20, 1903 


Dec ¢ 

Ellis v Pwilbach Colliery Co and ors appl of respts Pwilbach Colliery Co 
from award of County Court (Glamorganshire, Neath), dated Dec 10, 
1903 Dec 23 

Williams v Mack & Sons appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Manchester), dated Dec 7, 1903, and cross-notice by respts, 
dated Jan 14,1904 Dec 28 

1904, - 

Frame Food Co ld v W J Currall appl of applicants from award of 
County Court (Surrey, Wandsworth), dated Jan 11,194 Jan 29 

Walker & Sons v James Brownridge appl of applicants from award of 
County Court (Yorkshire, Leeds), dated Jan 20,1904 Feb 3 

Rochester v Whiting appl of respt from award of County Court (Kent, 
Faversham), dated Jan 15,1904 Feb 4 

Fidkin v Morgan appl of respt from award of County Court (Middlesex, 
Bow), dated Jan 15,1904 Feb 4 








McKay v Canadian Pacific Railway Co appl of applicant from award of 
County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated Jan 23, 1904 Feb 6 

Ashcroft v Hutton Colliery Co ld appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Lancashire, Boiton), dated Feb 3,1904 Feb 20 

King v Stafford, Allen, & Co ld appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Middlesex, Shoreditch), dated Feb 18, 1904 Feb 24 

Jones v Riine & Sons appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Durham, Sunderland), dated Feb 17, 1904 Feb 27 

Lovegrove v Wickens appl of respt from award of County Court (Berk- 
shire, Readind), dated Feb 11, 1904 March 3 

Ada Gibson v Wormald & Walker ld appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Yorkshire, Dewsbury), dated Feb 12.1904 March 4 

Askew v The Bullgill Coal Cold appl of applicant from award of County 
aa (Cumberland, Cockermouth and Workington), dated Feb 13, 1904 
March 5 

Ashton v Wing appl of respt from award of County Court (Suffolk, 
Bury St Edmunds), dated Feb 16, 1904 March 7 

James v Ocean Coal Co ld appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Glamorganshire, Bridgend), dated Feb 26,1904 March16 — 

W Owens v Campbell ld appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Glamorganshire, Cardiff), dated March 3, 1904 March 22 

Heaton v Tomlinson & Sons appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Yorkshire, Bradford), dated March 8, 1904. March 25 

Saxon v Winkley appl of applicant from award of County Court (Essex, 
Brentwood), dated Feb 23, 1904 March 28 


N.B.—The above List contains. Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to March 31st, 1904. 








The Property Mart. 
Sales of the Ensuing Week, 


April 26.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Baipewarer, at the Mart, at 2, in 
numerous Lots :—Kilbura, Clerkenwell, Hackney, Kennington Park-road, Richmond, 
Acton, Upper Norwood, and South Kensington: Weil-secured Freehold Ground-rents, 
amounting to £154 lls. 10d. per annum; Leasenold Ground-rents, amounting to 
£44 12s. 4d.; and valuable Freehold and Leasehold rroperties, with a gross rental of 
about £2,369 83. per annum. Fulham: The vaiuable Freehold Property known as 
The Fulbam Fair Ground, Liilie-road, in a capital position, about three minutes’ walk 
from West Brompton Station, comprising eight houses, with shops, plot of land, 
cottage, and hoardings used as an advertising station. ‘the whole covers about 23,400 
sq ft., let on leasefor 21 years from June 24, 1900, at £320 perannum. Solicivors, Messrs. 
Hollams, Sons, Coward, & Hawksley, London. (See advertisements, April 16, p. iii.) 

April 27. Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovsrixip, at the Mart, at 2:—Hendon: Freehold 
Estate, known as Burton Hole Farm, near the wllage of Miil-bill, of :37a. 3r. 33p. of 
sound and well-timbered old pasture land; let at £240 per annum. Sudbury 
(Middlesex) : Freehold Building Estate of 141 acres of well-timbered pasture lad, 
known as Vale Farm, situate within a short distance of the Sudbury and Wembley 
Station ; let on lease at £380 per annum. Karly possession can be obtained. Reading 
(the Whitley Park Estate): Freehold Building and Agricultural Property, about 1,000 
acres in extent, with four miles of available main road buiding frontage, well situate 
to the south, and on the contines or the county town of Reading; the land on the west 
side has a frontage of 2,000 fect to the Preeromn br River Kennet; also a Freehold Rent- 
charge of £30 per annum, secured on residence and two acres of land known as 
Rookwood. Solicitoss, Messrs. Linklater, Addison, Brown, & Jones, London, (See 
advertisemepts, March 26, p. iii.). 

April 28.—Mersrs. Stimson & Sons at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Lee, Ocke:by, & Everington, London. (See advertisement, this week, p. v.) 


Result of Sale. 


Reversions AnD Lire Povicixs. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrievp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 761) of the 
above Interests at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the following were sold. The 


total of sale being £5,455 :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION to One-twenty-fourth of £155,375; life 86 Sold £3,050 
LIVE POLICIES: 
For £2,000, with profits; life 73 ... o vee e00 * 1,87: 
For £1,000, with profits; life 62 ... vit aa sea oon vet 425 
For £2,0v0, with profits; life 42 ... oe bee a 105 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, April 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep in CHancery. 


Anoio-Eoyptian Automatic Trapinc Co, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented 
April 12, directed to be heard april 26. Linklater & Co. 2. Bond ct, Walbrook, solors 
for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later chan 6 o’clock oa 
the afternoon of April 25 

Ayeio-Wyomixe Or Fizips, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented April Ll, 
directed to be heard April 26. Miles & Hair, 27, King st, Cheapside, for Farr, Leeis, 
solor for petner. Notice of appearirg must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o'clock on the afternoon of April 25 

Britten Evecrric Seranatina Co, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or before May 31, 
to send treir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Richard Phillips Pike, 35 and 36, Wind st, Swansea 

Howtins Mixt Co, Luurrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before May 30, 
to «nd their names resses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Joseph Dickinson Lees and John Lees Mayall, 11, Clegg st, Oldham. Wrigley & Co, 
Oldham, solors for liquidators 

Loypouw AsHanti Syypicate, Limitep (1x Liquipatton) Creditors are required, on or 
before May 28, to send their names and addresses, and \he particulara of their debts or 
claims. to R. W. Outram, 18, Walbrook 

Ortos Korse Diamonp Mines, Limirep -Creditors are required, on or before Mey 81, to 
send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
William ‘arr,1 0, Yannon st Manet & Co, st H-len’s pl, solors for liquidator 

Rovert Parker & Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars ot their debts or claims, to George 
Nicholson, 24, North Jobn st, Liverpool. Alsop & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

Sream Genenatons, Limirev (1x Liguipation,—Creditors are required, on or before 

y 2, to send their names and , and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Samuel Peck, Hamilton House, Victoria Embankuwent 
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santz CREEK (YuKoN) Syyprcate, Lomrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 
er before ‘May 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to W Calder Marehall, 90, Canncn st. Smith & Son, Gresham House, 
Old Broad st, solors for liquidator : : 
wansEA CenTRAL Dry Dooxs, Liutrep—Creditors are soqeteed, on or before June 14, to 
send their names and addr: sses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Cox 
and David Dill, Central Dry Dock, Swansea é 
Witi1am Mitcsext., Limrrep (1x Liqurpation), Sa.titey Works, BiamincHam - Creditors 

are required, on or before May 13, to send their names and addsesses, and the particulars 

of their debts or claims, to Thomas Henry Gough, 237, Castle st, 


London Gazette—Torspay, April 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimitTgep 1n CaANcERY. 


Broapsotrom Mitts Co, Luurzp—Creditors are required, on or before June 4, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Charles 
Richard Wainwright, 23, Delamere st, Ashton under Lyne. Rowntree, Oldham, solor 
fur liquidator 

GREAT movers Sournern Biocks, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or before June 2, 
tu send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Thomas Cyril Akers, 11, Abchurch in Vallance & Co, solors for liquidator “ 

Heaton & Surrs, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 7, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Philip Garnett, 
22, Booth st, Manchester Parkinson & Co, chester, 80/urs 10r.liquidator 

Nationan Exectric Txaction Co, Limirep —Petn for winding up, nee April 15, 
directed to be heard May 3 Hargreaves & Joblin, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’s inn, petners and 
solusinperson Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
in the afternoon of May 2 


UNLIMITED In CHANCERY. 


Gortoy AND District Permanent Benerit Buitpixe Society—Creditors ate uired, 
on or before May 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Alfred Griffith Wilde, Bank of England chmbre, Tib In, Cross st, 
Manchester. Blair & Seddon, Manchester, solors for liquidator 








Creditors’. Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, April 15. 
Hatt, Emma, Cannon st, Walsall May 16 Booth v Roberts, Swinfen Eady, J Addison, 
Ww 


als: 


Purvis, James, Bounds Green rd, Southgate May 27 Green v Parvis, Joyce, J Barrett, 
Cheapside 

- London Gazewte.—Toesoay, April 19. 

Rosson, Richarp Greenwett, Tunstall Vale, Sunderland, Chemist May 16 Robson v 
Robson, Registrar, Uurham Bryers, Sunder! 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette-—Turspay, April 12, 


Au.ay, Emma Catuertne, Chelsea May 6 Mead, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Aves, GeorGe, Greennill, Derby June 24 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield al 
Barey, Emma Wi..ts, Coaley, nr Dursley Glos May 21 Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 
Baker, SARAH Dora Emma, Spring Beerhouse Trench, nr Wellington, Salop, Beerhouse 
K.eper May 24 Carrane & Eiliott, Wellington , 
Biting, Mary Any, Clapham May 15 Pettiver & Pearkes, College hill 
Bisset, Joun, Bournemouth April30 J & W H Druitt, Bournemouth 
Bramer, Mary Ann, Nottingham May 24 Beaumont & Guodall, Nottingham 
Brart, Feances. Handsworth May 16 Gateley & Son, Birmingham 
Camp Gronce, Parkstone, Dorset May 25 Griffin, Essex st ee 
Crakk, James, Birmingham, Beerhouse ip May 14 Silverscon, Birmingham 
Coies, Evizapetu Reaina, Stamford Hill June 30 King & Co, Cannon st 
Cooper, WittIAM Josepa, West Drayton May 8 Howar1i & Shelton, Moorgate : 
Dicksson, ALEXANDER Innes, Clapham Junction May 20 Hanson & Co, Clapham Junction 
Dossox, Jonn, Moseley, Worcester May 10 Crockford, Birmingham 
Ex.is, Joan Tuomas, Penrhyn View, nr Colwyn Bay May 11 . Manchester 
Enstey, James, Harrogate April 25 Radcliffe & Durrance, Bradford 
rome, Saee Saenetive Suxzewoop SLoang, Plymouth May 8 Woollcombe & Sons, 
ymou c 
GateLey, Jouy, Birmingham, Printer May 16 Gateley & Son, Birmingham 
Jackson, Joun, Gold Tups, Newport, Mon April 30 Spencer, Tredegar 
Ma.tinsoy, Henry, Huddersfield May 9 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 
Mitts, Anz, Edgbaston June 13 Thursfield & Messiter, Wednesbury 
Mitcue.., EvizaBetu, Henley on Thames May8 Mercer & Blaker, Henley on Thames 
Morice, Sir Groner, KCMG, Bootle June 1 Young & Co, Laurence Pouniney hill, 
Cannon st 
Mixes, EvizaAsern Derwentwarter, Bayswater May 10 Toomer, Walbrook 
Neienpour, Fanny, Henley on fhames april 30 Mercer & tlaker, Henley on Thames 
Poruam, James, Isiington, Solicitor May 1t May A St Clair Popham, Ishagt 2 " 
wens, Souaem, Piumpton Heywood, Woollen Manufacturer May 24 Standring & Co, 
0c. e 
Poutton, Carotins ANN Newman, Coggeshall, Essex June1 Surridge, Coggeshall 
Purvis, George, Gt Grimsby May 31 Wilkin & Chapman, Gt Grimsby 
Riavore, Rev James Evans, Brighton May 12 mys & Treacher, Brighton : 
Row.anp, Maxraanrer, Fleur de 1is, Mynyddisilwn, Mon July 1 Westyr-Kvans, Cardiff 
Ru.e, Joun. Penzance April 30 Bcase, Penzance 4 
Suowses, Lancauor Manrswavy, South Shields May 25 Marshall & Bootiman, South 
hi 
Starkey, Jonn, Warwick, Cabinet Maker May 21 Campbell & Co, Warwick 
Stokes, Taumas, Cheltentam May 20 Billiogs, Cheltenham 
Tatsor, Cuax.es ALEXaNDE® Paice, Brookline, Massachusetts, USA May 16 Batesons 
& Co, Liverpvol = 
Taytor, HARLES Jounstons, Manchester st May 3t Baxter & Co, Victoria st 
Wanssaovan, Georer Beysamin, Barrow in Furness April 30 Barrow, Barrow in 
urness 
Wnuirs, Perer Jony, Purbrook, Hants May1 Sherwin, Portsmouth : 
Wuvnrow, Esrurn, Willingham, Cambridge May 13 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
Wuvrrow, Joun, Willingham, Cambridge May 13 Ginn & Ma thew, Cambridge 
Wooo, Samugt, Arnside, Westmorland May 14 Dobson, Kendal 


London Gasette.—Fuivay, April 15. 
Anapre, Grorar Howarn Fansuaw, Government House, Jersey, (MG May 31 Murray 
& Co, Birchin In 


Apams, Junia, West Dulwich June 24 Lamb & Co, wn ® In 
Avruam, Joun Canr, Morecambe, Lancaster, Butcher April 27 Clark & Co, Lancaster 





inom, (6a James, King’s Cliff, Jersey May 21 Corbould & Co, Henrietta — 


’ 8q 
Axcues, SamvEL, Hilton, Derby, Farmer May 30 Smith & Bostock, Derby 
Bercu, Dayiev, Rowton, nr Chester, Farmer May 14 Garnett, Crewe 
Bex, Avicia Jane, Sussex sq, Hyde Park May 16 Heywood & Massey, Norfolk st 
Catvert, Frepericx, Huddersfield, York, Builder May 31 Armi & Co, Huddersfield 
CuamBers, Joun HickisBOTHAM, , Surrey May 31 Wood & Co, Raymond bldgs 
Cuapman, Jane Ann, Duwsham April 30 Steel & Co, Sunderland 
Cuase, Cuar.es, Diss, Norfolk, Farmer 12 Lyus & Sons Diss 
Crakk, Tuomas, Balbam Highrd May 21 dge & = Juhn st, Bedford row 
Co..is, J AMES, Vauxhall y 31 py eee ige rd 
Coorer, Payiiis, Walsall May 30 Evans, Walsall 
Crostawaits, CATHERINE. Whitehaven Junel Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 
CrosTHwalte, Mary, Waitehaven Junel Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 
Crowpy, Epwarp Henry GALE, Chertsey, Solicitor May14 Capron & Sparkes, Guild- 


ford 
oo ~ ie Hon Mrs Emma, Westergate House, pr Arundel May 21 Raper & Co, 
ichester 


Dennys, Happocx, Brighton May18 Stileman & Neate, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
Dexter, Ex1as, Great Russell st, Picture Dealer May 17 Fraser & Christian, Finsbury 


circus 
Ex.iorr, Samvuzx, South Benfleet, Essex May 31 Corsellis & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Evans, Apa Exizapetn, Garrick st May 14 Bull & Duncao, ola Jewry 
Firzsimons, Peter, Monkwearmouth, Sunderland, General Dealer May 13 Stockdale, 
er 
FRanKLAnD-FraNKLAND-RvusseELL-AstLey, Bertram, Chequers Court, Bucks, J P & DL 
May 21 Corbould & Co, Henrietta st, Cavendish sq 


om, Samuet Wii11Am, West Didsbury, Picture Dealer May 27 Aston & Co, Man- 


ester 

GreenaLt, Aice, 8t Helens, Lancs May1 Tyrer & Fletcher, St Helens 

Hart, Henay, Langland mans, Finchley rd Mayi8 H: Telegraph st 

Hep ey, Jouy, Darington, Durham, Butcher May 13 Robinee i 

Hoxsecue, Taomas Vincent, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Solicitor May 10 Holbeche & 
Addenbrooke, Sutton Coldtield 

Howvanp, Roser, ite, nr Rickmansworth May 24 Caprons & Co, Savile pl 

Huauss, Jonn Gwynvyeg, Lincoln May17 Meggy & stunt, Chelmsford 

Jones, Davin, Vere st, Draper May 20 Thomas, eae § , 

Jonzs, Saran, Brumley, Kent May 10 Taylor & Wheatcroft, Burton on Trent 

Kaye, Tuomas, Bradford May i6 Freeman, Bradford 

Kesey, Ricuaep, Godstone, , Miller Msy31 Cri & Co, Tunbridge Wells 

Kirkman, Wiiu1aM Octavius, Kent County sem, Saale Heath, Maidstone May 14 
McDiarmid & 800, Newman's ct, 

Macrintirzg, Harriette Conway, Cheltenham May 24 Billings, Cheltenham 

Maruer, Juia, Bootle, Lancaster May 16 Mather & Son, 

Mircue.t, Mary Jane, Newcastle upun Tyne July 1 & Elsdon, Newcastle 

e 


upon 
Nairne, Vame Sopnia Bisnor, Old Charlton May 13 Baker & Nairne, Crosby sq 
Poise, Penry PowsLt, Crickwood, Artists May 16 Cayley & Cayley, Southampton 


Patrrey, Jaet Jemima, Crickelwood May 16 Cayley & Cayley, Comintern tite 
a ~ Cuag.es, Haslemere, surrey, Boot Maker May 14 Capron & Sparkes, Guild- 


foi 

Peacocke, George Erarrixetox, Fulham May17 Williams & Aldridge, Queen’s Elm 
a. Fulham 

Pixz, ~ pes Se.ina Deane, Higher Tranmere, Cheshire May 16 Hosking, Liver- 


poo 

tamer Saran Wanrsurton, Choritoncum Hardy Junel Roberts & Dootson, Man- 
chester 

Rapsurye, Joun, Norton, Northampton Junel WF & W Will by, Daventry 

Ray, Tuomas, West Bromwich, Mechanical i May 3 Cadaiek, West Bromwich 

Reape, Georcr, Baulking, Berks, Farmer go Cou & Sen, Fariogdon, Berks 

Reprery, MarGaret, Hyde, Chester May 16 o -% 

— oy Emity, Little Somerford, Wilts ay 16 Johnson & Co, King’s 

wa 

Rupes, Henry Txomas, Redcliff, Bristol, Surgeon May 28 Burges & Sloan, Bristol 

Suaw, Ann, Chester May13 Potts & Co, Chester 

Surr.ock, Joun, Tarporley, Chesier May 9 Bate, Chester 

SNowveEN, CHARLES, Notti May 12 Dowsen & Wright, Nottingham 

SranrorD, Freperick Guazier, Shepherd’s Bash, Commercial Traveller May 15 Downey 
& Linnell, Conduit st 

Srevenson, Fanny Lucia, Pittville, Cheltenham March 31 Ticehursts & Co, Cheltenham 

Surnince, Freperick, Catf May 31 Worrell & Son, Coleman st 

Tuomsos, CaTueaine, Pall Mall fo Tyler, Clement’s inn, Strand 

Warkins, Apgapam, Great Malvern, Worcester May 16 Jenkins, Great Malvern 

Wi.iiams, Exvuis, Trefmw, Carnarvon May 20 Horley, Cardiff 

Witsoy, Josnva, Stanningley, York May 12 Wilson, Leeds 


Wvart, Cuarves, “altford, Somerset April30 Cook, Bristol 
Yates, Henrietta, Penshurst, Kent May 31 Wood & C», Raymond bldgs 


London Gazette.—Tvrspay, April 19. 


ArmyTaGe, Georer, Lightcliffe, Halifax May 16 Farrar & Crowther, Bradford 

Armytage, Groner, Lightcliffe, Haliiax May 16 Farrar & Crowther, Bradford 

Bissor, Witt1am, Rochford, Essex, Draper May 31 ay ty 

Bosist0, Henrtetta, Falmouth May Whitford & Sons. 8t Columb, Cornwall 

Burke, Mary Ann, Birkdale May 20 & Linnell, 

Carpenter, THomas Woop, Brondesb May5 Stringer & Stringer, High rd, Kilburn 

Cayton, ANNA Marra, Ryde, l of W y 

Davis, Rev Caarves Henry, Littleton Drew, Wilts May Davis, Stroud 

Davis, Mary Ann, Olton, Warwick June 30 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 

Dawson, Joux, Ludworth, Derby May 14 Kuowles, Hyde 

Day, Jowyx, Manor Park, Essex June 25 Smith & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

ne Wi t1ams, North Darley, Linkinhorne, Cornwall April 29 Marsack, 
Callington 

Beowss,. Grores, Cinderford, Glos, Registration Agent May 17 Carr & Co, High 


Fox, Mary, West Kensington May 17 Carr & Co, High Holborn 

Gissons, MaRGARRT, Wilmslow, Chester May 28 Doyle, Manchester 

Goopa.t, Rupert, Uhurchtown, Lancs M Brown & Co, South 

Gray, 8s.iina Oppy, Brighton May 20 estern & Sons, Essex st, 

Greaory, Josuva, wrd May 25 Miller & Co, talter’s Hall ct 

Guynine, Baipert, Manchester May2l Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 

Han .ey, Exiza, Southsea May 31 Trythall & Bodilly, Penzance 

Hannivneron, Mancarer Any, View, Monkseston, Northumberland Junel WJS8 
& JAS Scott, qe ye 

Hanrxyess, Matcoutm, Birkenbead, Bi Janel Nicholson & Pemberton, Li 

Hen ey, —— Saraa Davis, Tufoell Park May 14 Edwin & Co, Tri at, 
South war! 

Howartn Kuizanein, Bury May 27 Howar h, Bury 

Isuenwoop, Maay Ans, Rochdale 2 Leeon & Manchester 

nee Wnuan, Nottingham, Umbrella Maker July 31 «6 Green & Williams, 

ot egham 

Jrencorr, Wiit1aM, Coventry May 19 Maddocks & Co, Coventry 

Lanpgr, Epwarp, south Norwood, Merchant 31 «~Lander, South Norwood 

Lianpet, Lieut Col Watrer Storwont Davirs, Canada May 25 Andrews & 
Andrews, Queen Victoria st . 

——— Lady Mary Jane, St Leonards on Ses May 21 Chalinder & Herrington, 

stings 
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Oppy, Caro.ixe, Leeds May 16 Dawson & Chapm 


an, Leeds 
Orver, Mary Axx, Camden Town May 19 eno, ‘Burnt Ash 1d, Lee 
O’Hacax, HeENRietTA Exizapetu, Knightsbridge May 28 Davie & "Son, Buckingham st, | 


Strand 


OrpisH, Fayxy Buancue, South Hampstead Behrend, Surrey st 
Ox.Ley, "Many J ANE, Westbourne pk Phy Lewis & Co, Albany court yard, Piccadilly 
y18 Daniell, ‘Gt W inchester st 


Paynz, Many Rickman, Buxted, Sussex 
Peters, Joun, Eastcheap, Merchant June 24 Barlow & 


Rosxe1L, Euizasets Rost, Brynford, nr Holywell May 17 
Russert, Aeraur, Leadenham Low Fields, Lines, Farmer 





Barlow, Fenchurch st 
Prieaim, Ezea, Camden sq, St Pancras May 16 Starling & Wright, Gray’s inn 


April 23, 1904. 


SwiTx, Hersert GRanvit1e, Pall Mall ay | 20 Lepper, Mark In 
| Suyru, Aeraur GILBANKS, gs May = Syrett & Sons, Finsbury pymt 
Sretman, Apevaipe Anyz, Norwich April Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 

SPELMAN, Henry, Norwich April 26 — & Son, Gt Yarmouth 
Sraniine, Henry, Sawbridgeworth, Herts. Grocer April28 Collin & Adans 
STEPHENSON, FrepericK, Old Colwyn. Denbigh May 31 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 
Stones, ELien, Sheffield May 23 Watson & Co, Sheffield 

sq | Witrams, Catuertne Carreyter, Eccleston sq, Belgrave rd June 9 Smelt, Lancaster 
Bromley & Co, Holywell d 


pl, Stran 
May 6 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln | W#ITTON, Axx, Gislingham, Suffolk May9 Lawton & Co, Eye, Suffolk 


Siursox, Rev Micnart Mavpe, Ikley, Yorks May 31 Griffith & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne | Youne, Grorce, Higham Hill, Walthamstow June1 Burkitt, London wall 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, April 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. | 
Amiss, Jony, Bromyard, Hereford, Monumental Mason | 
Worcester Pet March 24 Ord April 12 | 
Bioomriecp, WitiiaM, x cre Printer Gt Grimsby | 
Pet April 11 Ord April 
Burter, WILLIAM favec, Handsworth, ia Repairer 
Birmingham Pet Aprilill Ord April 11 
Carter & Ex.is, Plaistow, Essex, Builders High Court | 
Pet March 24 Ord April 12 
Cigery, Wittiam Epwarp, Brixton, Author High Court | 
Pet April 13 Ord April 13 
Cow.ey, Jonw Witiiam Grorur, oa. upon Hull, 
r— 7 el Kingston upon Hull Pet April 11 Ord | 


| 


Dasimu, © B, Victoria st High Court Pet Feb18 Ord 
A 


Davis, _ Dudley, Worcester, _— Manu- | 
facturer Dudley Pet April 11 Ord Apri 11 

Dicksos, Gzorce Epwarp, Norwood, Estate agent High | 
Court Pet April 11 Ord April iL 

Evans, Davin, abercynon, Glam, € etna Ripper Ponty- 

Pet Ap.illl Ord A April 1 1 

Evass, Joux, ,Glam, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
Aprili3 Ord ‘April 13 

GaBNETT, eg ee Erdington, Warwick, Hairdressers | 

Birmingham Pet April13 Ord April 13 
— Goamte Wiutiam, cy ng, Baker Wandsworth 
et March 15 Ord April 1: 

Gotan Lucio Macrice, Stick Boot Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet March 14 Ord April 12 

Haut, Gzorez Henzy, Bexley, Try \Coachbuilder 
Rochester Ord April13 Ord April 13 

Haggisox, Wiiiram James, Bristoa, Norfolk, Licensed 
Victualler Norwich Pet Aprililt Ord April ll 

Hastert, Jaxe Even, Lenton, Nottingham Nottingham | 
Pet March 


19 Ord April 11 
on, Machinist Blackburn 


Howves, ZAcHanrian, 
Pet aprilil Ord April 11 

Hovesu, ux, Frodsham, General Dealer Warrington 
Pet a April 11 Ord Aprii 11 

Hume, Jons Tuomas, Luton, Confectioner Luton Pet | 
April 12 Ord April 12 

Jouxs, AnTauR Epwarp, Barnstaple, Innkeeper Barnstaple 
Pet 13 Ord April 13 . . 

Jouns, ery Tywardreath, Cornwall, Baker Truro 

Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Jouxsox, Joszru, Beeston Hill, Leeds Leeds Pet April | 
11 Ord April 11 


Joyxzs, Dayip omen, Cwmyglo, Lianrug, Carnarvon, | 
Quarryman Bangor Pet Atel 11 Ord April 11 

Kiesy, M & F, Stamford naa Yorks, Farmers York 
Pet March 30 Ord April 

Krav ete oe ‘Merchant High Court Pet 


— Josian Wituram, Norwich, Tobacconist Nor- 
Pet Fen 12 Ord "april 12 
Laws, Boo ee AkkY, Pembroke Dock, House Furnisher 
Pet April18 Ord "April 13 
Mins, Bos owas, ¢ Guildford Guildford Pet Jan 25 Ord 


pril 
Mozrimen, Wit14u, Sharpness, Glos, Butcher Gloucester | 
April12 Ord April 12 


Papestr, Wituam Joux, Gt Grimsby, Fruiterer Gt | 

Grimsby Pet April 12 Ord april 12 

Panisu, ALraep, - Gardener Greenwich Pet | 
12 Ord April 12 


April 
Paics, Hanrsy, Uplands, Smethwick, Brassfounder West 
Lromwich’ Pet April 13 Ord April 13 
BE:cnagpsox, Horace, Brockley rd, Cheesemonger (ireen- | 
Bo. wich Pet — 17 CBee 12 | 
Ay, omMAS Patrick ewsbu Shrewst Pet 
March 29 Ord eg shang 


Saspexsox, Sauver, Tciiesier. Cornet Player Man- | 
chester Pet April1l Ord April 11 

Brave, Atreep Artur, ~ a Stationer Port enouth | 
Pet April 13 Ord April 1 ! 

Srzaz, Joux, Bodmin, Seewell, Coachbuilder Truro Pet | 
Aprilil Ord A April 11 

Stassrieiy, Eowarp, New Cleethorpes, Cabinet Maker | 

Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
Scuuezs, ALraxp, Ton Pentre, (iam, dhoemaker Ponty- | | 
Pet Aprili2 Ord April 12 | 
Waker, Cuacres pases Biminghem. Maker | 


13 Ord ng ad 
Warm. Ricuazp Heapuxo.r, eversick WItLtaM 
, Oxford, eA Oxford Pet March 


Witte, a Bonymien, nr Swanses, Builde: 
t March 2 Ord April 12 
Wao Ez i South Tottenham, Pianoforie Manufac- 
Edmonton Pet Mace 13 17 Ood Aged 11 
Lancs, Coal Miner 


age 12 Ord Ord ps 12 
woes , Mus . Hawker Chesterfield Pet 
Aprilll Ord April 11 


Wowrasu, oan 


| Barre, Exiza Jane, Neweasile under Tees mad April 


| Pact, Bradford, b  aaaes April 25 at 3 


| Minter, Avpert, Ki 


| Doveey, Winttas, 4 yr Essex, Builder Chelmsford | 








| Ascas Joux, Bromyard, Hereford, gee Mason EG Apes 12 Oud Apel 11 


Horne, Mavupe Laura, Seven Sisters rd, Fiosbury pk, 
April 23'at 11.30 _45, Copenhagen st Widow High vourt’ Pet Feb 23 Ord April 13 “ 


Hoveu, Joun, Frodsham, Chester, General Dealer War- 
ington Pct April 11’ Ord April 11 
| Jonns, AgTHuR Epwarp, pete, Innkeeper Barnstaple 
Pet April13 Ord Apr 


25 at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under Lyme, 
Staffs 
BiakeLey, Taomas ‘os, Sar. Bentote,: Carver \pril 13 
April 27 at 2.30 ec ‘om st, Manchester Tyw Bake 
Borrerick, CHAR.LEs, and Cana Bosemaen. Kingston upon son Od April 12 th, Cornwall, e Trav Pet 
Hull April 26at11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull | Jounson, Josepn, Leeds Leeds Pet April 11 Ord April 
Carter & Exuis, Plaistow, Essex, Builders April 28 at 12 i 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st | Joxgs, Davin WILiIAM, aang on wo 9 Coane, 
Gr Quarryman c 11 ril 11 
Dickson, Grorce Epwarp, Commercial st, Estate Agent | Sadar, ma Pe gt a tal er, Repail Sesser 
April 26at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st vingto ceste 
Dopey, W1.114y, Prittlewell, Essex, Builder April 27 at 3 Leicester Pet March 9 Ord April 1 
14, Bedford row | Largman, Josian WILLIAM, Soon Tobacconist Norwich 
Grayston, Amprosz Jesse, St Peter’s Park, Paddington | | Pet April12 Ord April 12 
April 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st | MarsHatt, Groree, and Caartes Henry MarsHatt, East 
Havpow & Ware, West Ealing, Builders April 23 at 11.30 Retford, Notts, Solicitors Lincoln PetMarch19 Ord 
Off Ree, 14, Bedford ro April 12 
Hacve, FRrepeERrick, Mskepoush, Yorks, Grocer April 27 | Mortimer, WILuIAM, "oR Glos, Butcher Gloucester 
at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield Pet April 12 Ord April 
Hawkiys, Rowatp, Cheadle Heath, Cheshire, Grey Cloth | Papcert, Winiiam Jouy, "Gt Grimsby, Fruiterer Gt 
Merchant Apri! 27 at 330 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- | Grimsby Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
chester | Paice, Harry, Sme wick, , rctcaae| West Bromwich 
Haywarp, Joux, Acton, Provision Dealer April 27 at | Pet April 13 Ord A 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st Paior, Esenezer, Southsea, China Merchant Portsmouth 
Pet March 23 Ord April 9 
Ree, 29, Ty’ rrel st, Bradford Provuproor, Davip Youna, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, 
Juzanp, Faeperick Sart ney, Upstreet, Kent, Carter April Lice! Victualler Newcastle on ‘yne Pet March ul 
28 at9 Off Rec, 68, Caatle st, Canterbury Ord April 9 
Jouns, RicHarp, Ts wardreath, Cornwall, Baker April 26 Ginantentl, Samvet, Manchester Cornet Player Man- 
at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro chester Pet April1l Ord April 11 
Jouysoyx, Josera, "Leeds April 25 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park | SzaLz, ALFRED ARTHUR, —, Stationer Portsmouth 
row, Leeds Pet April13 Ord ne 
Jonas, Henry, Kensington Hall gdns April 23 at 11 | Srzar, Joux, Bodmin, Cornwall, Coachbuilder Truro 
Bankruptey bldgr, Carey st Pet Aprilll Ord "April 11 
Lovzs, WILLIAM “Epwis, Newnham on Severn, Glos, | Stantey, Howarp ALLport, and James Ginter, Walzall, 
oolmaster April 2% at 12 Off Re:, Station rd, Saddlers Walsall Pet March 18 Ord April 11 
G oucester STaNsFIELD, Epwarp, New Cleethorpes, Cabinet Maker 
McMu tox, THomas, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st, House- Gt Grimsby Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
keeper April 26 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st Summers, A.rrep, Gelly, Ton Pentre, Glam, Shoemaker 
Meavows & Co, A, Bethnal Green rd April 27 at1 Bank- Pontypridd Pet April12 Ord April 12 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st Tixkier, At¥aep, Barrow in Furness Barrow in Furness 
m upon Hull, Speme April 23 at Pet March 14 Ord April 13 
11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hul Wisstaniey, James, Hollinwood, Lancs, Coal Miner 
Parkixsox, James MarsHALu, aac upon Hull, Oldham Pet April12 Ord April 12 
insurance Agent April 23 at 11 Off Ree, Trinity Wvart, Josern, Chesterfield, Hawker Chesterfield Pet 
House In, Hull April 11 Ord April 11 
Raprorp, Luzwe.tyxy Warsow, Strood, Rochester April 
25 at 1130 115, High st, Rochester 
Respite, WILLIAM SKINNER, Portland rd, Holland av, 
Tobacconist April 25 at it Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Ricuarson, Faepericok Cuaries, Southend on sea, Grocer 
s Str Wace: Geeauee, ee Pin, Wenlewerth 
USSELL, WILLIAM FREDERICK ‘andswo: " 
Bailey, al and A.rrep Fern, Kettering, Boot 
Bailes Forman Apel 25 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Maiafesturere Northamptom Pet April 15 Ord 
s . s oF e A 1 
nee 2 ae bt hes Beto hy By eed enced Barun Wy watts a. jun, Lh Provision Dealer Wigan 
‘ ™ od =) 6 et April 14 nd Ap 
Se BAB, Jon HN, s, Bedmin, Coruwall,Coxchbullder April 26 at Cawznoase, Mase, Eigen =pon Huil Kingston upon 
. " 7 € u et April 14 O) pril 14 
GumxsarintD, Joaz, ann 5 Ses, Basen, Road Con Crark, Fraycis Witur, Monkse: aton, Northumberl: and, 
Waco, Witttam Hesxry, Wimbledon April25at12.30 24, Confectioner Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Ma 
Railway app, London Bridge Ord April 16 , 1 
Wootves, ha WARD, Bush Hill pk, Enfield, Builder April | DowslE, Deans: es Maxyers, Crouch Hill, Electrica 
26 at i2 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row Engineer High Court Pet March 17 Ord April 15 
| EckeRsaL, SHAKESPEARE. ? eeaeaeel Clothier Bolton Pet 
| farch 22 Ord April 1: 
| FivLarsox, ig a Gaping, janes, — 
Merchant Manchester Pet March 29 Ord April 15 
| AnmsTRoNG, James CLAUDE, aid st, Eaton sq High Court | Fircuert, Hexry, and Tom WIixk:ss, Frome, Drapes 
Pet March2 Ord April Frome Pet April16 Ord April 16 
| Barre, Exiza Janz, Ne leuk under Lyme, Grocer Hanley | Ginsox, Amos Sica, Acklam, Middlesbrough, 
Pet March 28 Ord April 13 ‘ : Farm Lebower Middlesbrough Pet April 15 Ord 
Buioomrie rp, Witiiam, Gt Grimsby, Printer Gt Grimsby April 15 
Pet April 11 Ord April 11 | Govrrey, ALsext, Waleswood, nr Sef ld, Blacksmith 
Burien, : Witrtam Henry, Birmingham, ae Repairer Sheffield Pet April 15 Ord April 
Birmingham Pet April 11_ Ord A Ouzsons, Richarp Henry, boaee th’ Height, Lancs, 
Caviigani, Count A, Strand High Court Pet Feb 18 Ord Blacksmith Salford Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
April 12 Gercosy, Tom Canvin, Radatock k, Somerset, Wagon 
ae Wittram Epwarp, ae, Author High Court Builder Frome Pet t April 15 Ord April 15 
Pet April 13 Ord April 1 Hackett, Josnua, Tue Brook, Liverpool, Photographer's 


FIRST MEETINGS. ae Zacuariau, Accrington, Machin‘st Blackburn 
| 
| 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ANDREWS, bt James, Oxford Oxford Pet April 16 
Ord April 1 





ADJUDICATIONS. 





Cow.ey, Jonw Witiiam a, Kingston upon Hull, ‘Assistant Liverpool Pet April14 Ord April 14 
Ironmooger Kingston upon Hull Pet April 11 Ord | Hazeer, Geonrae, zeley, Suffolk, Farmer Cambridge 
April 11 Pet April 15 ‘Ord April 15 


| Davies, ALexasper, Dudley, Worcester, Fender Manu- | Hawkins, Wittiam, Wellingborough, Northampton, Boot 
facturer Dudley Pet Aeril 11 Ord April 11 Manufacturer Northamptog Pet April 14 Ord 

Dearer, Arruur., jun, Ipswich, Carpenter Ipswich Pet | April 14 
March 7 Ord April 13 | James, Joun, ‘Manchester, ‘l'ravelling Draper Manchester 

Pet April1é Ord April 16 

Pet. March 9 Ord Apri Laycock, Wittiam Artiuve, and Cuanies Frevenick 

Duss, Rogert, Shildon, _- Builder Durham Pet | Rogers, Wimbledon, Architects Kingston, Surrey Pet 
March 18 ‘Ord April 12 Janié6 Ord April 14 

Evaxs, Davin, Abercynon, Glam, Paiiery Ripper Ponty- | Lestic, Mary, Broadstairs Canterbury [Pet April 1! 
prida Pet April ll Ord April 11 Ord April if 

Evans, Joux, Bargoed, —, Gricer Merthyr Tydfil Pet | Livixastoxe. Jonx, Barry Oock, Glam, Doctor Cardiff 
April 13 Ord Aoril 1 Pet April 14 Ord April 14 

Hatt, Groner even, Bexley, Kent, Coachbuilder | Perey, Faepenick Weiss, Wetussbury, Baker Walsall 
Rochester Pet April'13 Ord "horil 18 Pet April 14 Ord April 

Hazuisox, Witusam James, Briston, Norfolk, oe Resimios James, Sowerby brite, Yorks, Slater Halifax 
Victualler Norwich Pet April 11 Ord April 11 Pet March 31 Ord April 11 
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1rrorD Harrison, Tunbridge Wells, C 


ommercial 
Rose, Cui et April 13 Ord 


Traveller Tunbridge Wells 
April 13 

Scott, Hexry, Bourne, sane, Blacksmith Peterborough 
Pet april 15 Ord April 15 

Surra, CHARLES AUBREY, King st, po st, Electrician 
High Court Pet April le Ord April 

SpRINGHAM, JOSEPH, Stanstead Abbotts, big Beer 
Retailer Hertford Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

§rePHENS, DANIEL, Liannon, Cross Hands, A 
Farmer Carmarthen Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

Taytor, Joux, Derby, Tailor Derby Pet April 15 Ord 

ril 15 

SE ag Eten, Maidstone Maidstone Pet April 14 

Ord April 14 


Tuorsron, Ciara Emity, Eastney, Portsmouth, asad 
proofer Portsmouth Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Tor1os, Wittram Gapspy, ne Joiner Stockport 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

Vax Bootzn, Reuben, West Kensington, Diamond Mer- 
chant High Court Pet March 24 Ord April 14 

Wapr, Percy Wrii11am, Lenton, Nottingham, ge 
Bleacher Nottingham Pet Aprill4 Ord April 14 

Wuirrlz.p, Joun, East a Park, Leeds, Builder Leeds 
Pet Nov3 Ord April 15 

Werrvcan, Ricwarp, East End .Park, Leeds, Builder 
Leeds PetNov3 Ord April 15 

Wricutr, Witt1aAm, Amen corner, ro + row, Printer 
High Court Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Youxc, Arruur Escort, Holland rd, er, Secretary 
High Court Pet Aprill4 Ord April 14 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bapwix, Henny, Manchester, Medicated -Lozenge Manu- 
facturer April 29 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Bartow, Witrrep Ex.is, Tewkesbury, Hotel Keeper April 
28 at 2.45 Hop Pole Hotel, Tewkesbury 

Bagtow, WILLIAM, jun, Wigan, Provision Dealer April 
Bat 3 19, ey st, Bolton 

—— WILi14M, Grimsby, Printer April 27 at 11 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Brown, Taomas, Knottingley, Yorks, Butcher’s Manager 
April 28 at 2.20 Grand Hotel, West Hartlepool 

a, Witu1am, Norwich, Baker April 30at1 Off Rec, 

8, King st, Norwich 

Curry, WILLIAM Epwakp, ge Author April 28 at 
11 | bldgs, Carey st 

Cow.ey, Jonn Witi1am Georce, Kingston upon Hull, 
Ironmonger April 27 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House ln, 

Crowe, Farperick Arruur, Beeston, nr Leeds, Woollen 

. Manufacturer April 29at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Danrett, C B, Victoria st 
bidgs, Carey st 

Eckersau., Suakespeare, Radcliffe, Retail Clothier April 
M7 at 1 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Fuuter, James, Hatford, nr Faringdon, Labourer April 27 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 

Grsson, Amos TALLENTIRE, Acklam, Middlesbrough, Farm 
Laborourer april 29 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 

Gupczox, T W, Ryde, I of W, Dealer in Works of Art 
April’ 30 at 3 Of Ree, 19, Quay st, Newport, I of W 

Haut, Grorcz Henry, Bexley, Kent, Coachbuilder May 
2at 11.30 115, High st, Rochester 

Harrison, Wi.iiam James, Briston, Norfolk, Licensed 
eee April 30 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, 

orwi 

Hawxixs, Wittiam, Wellingborough, Northampton, Boot 
waeatoctoner April 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, ¥ Bridge st, 

0! 


rthamp 
Hewirt, Samugt, Weston, nr Crewe, Farmer April 29 at 
10.30 Royal Hotel, Crewe 
Heven, Jonn, Frodsham, Cheshire, General Dealer May 6 
at 10.45 Court house, Palmyra , Warrington 
Howorta, Cuartes Epwarp, Birkdale, Lancs, Builder 
27at2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Joxgs, Davip Wituiam, Cwmyglo, Lian Carnarvon, 
Quarryman April 27 at8 Crypt chanben, Mastgutetew, 


April 29 at 12 Bankruptey 


Kinsy, Marruew, and Faxp Kirsy, High Catton, Yorks, 
Farmers April 27 at 1230 Off Rec, The Red House, 
Duncombe pl, Y 

Larkman, Josian ~ oll Norwich, Tobacconist April 
M7 at 3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

April 28 at 9.15 Off Rec, 68, 

Castle st, Canterbury 

Newrox, Witu1am Cuaries, Reed Hill, Rochdale, Licensed 
Victualler April 29 at 11.15 Townhall, Rochdale 

er Pgs Bedford, Watchmaker April 28 at 11 

Bridge st, Northampton 

ARISH, y ition Brockley, Gardener April 29 at 11.30 
wu, Railway app, London Bridge - “ 

Raywanp, Watrer Warpen, Benson on Thames, Oxford, 
Cs ae Victualler April 27 at 3.30 1, St Aldate’s, 

0] 

Rae, Joy, Kendal, Westmorland, Bobbin Manufacturer 

April 3 at 10.30 The Grosvenor Hotel, Strancongate, 


Rinerose, Josern, Horb Li Wheel 
eg ~~ 15 7 Bristel Sins Hated Bi ver ad _ 
iomaAS Parriox, Castle Fo: , * ey 
thay 10 at 10.80 Off’ Reo, 42, St ora yan 


Rontare Witu1am, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, oneth, Quarry- 
an April 27 at OC rypt poy Eastgate row, 


Senne James, Sowerby Bri Yorks, —~ April 27 
» Sowers Belts: age, ¥ vom § pril 


at3 Of Reo, To 
Ross, Cuirronn Otay Tanbridg Wells, Commercial 
veller way app, London 


April 28 at 12.30 24, 


Russex1, Monee Suan«s, and Sipney Henney Russe11, 
ness, Cabinet Makers 18 


April 29 at 11. 
Bn ieee, 3 16, Cornwallis st , Barrow in 
Gammannen, SamveL, Manchester, Coraet. ce April 29 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manches' 
SEALE, ALFRED ArruuR, Southsea Hants. Btationer April 
28at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Ports- 


mouth 
Guacemnens, Epwakrp, Southport, Fruit Merchant April 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Sra, “Cas ARLES Avusrey, King st, "Regent st, Electrician 
April 28 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Srepnens. Daniet, may Cross Hands, Carmarthen, 
Farmer April 30 at 11.15 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 
Carmarthen 


‘Termes Joax, Oldham, Watchmaker April 28 at 11 
Off Rec, Greaves st, O1 

Tuomson, go Maidstone, Widow May 4 at 10.30 
9, King st, Maidstone 

THORNTON, Ciara Emity, Eastney, Portsmouth, Water- 
proofer April 28 at 4 Off Rec, Cambridge junction, 
High st, Portsmouth 

Torre, J; roy 4 Hairdresser April 27 at12 Off 

Full st, Der 

oe, itiowas, Rishton. jane, Collier April 27 at 10,30 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Presto: 

Van Sicien, Revsey, West Kensington, Diamond 
Merchant April 27 at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

West, JAmEs, Lem g | wade of W, Dear April 30 at4 Off 


, 19, 
Wuitr, loops, ‘Shiney. W ‘Warwick, Licensed Victualler 
April 27 at 11 174, Seeentien % Birming! 
vo R F, South Tottenham. Pianoforte Manufac- 
turer April 27 at 12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 
Witurams, Water, W) Denbigh, Draper April 
27 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
WInsTANLEy, a Hollinwood Lanes, Coal Miner April 
28 at12 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 
Wuicar, a. Amen corner, ory ame row, Printer 
April 27 at 12 Bankraptcy bidgs, Care 
Youne, Artuur Esoort, Holland rd, + so el 
April 27 at 12 Bankruptc y bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bartey, Georcr, and Asert Fers, Kettering, Boot 
ye Northampton .Pet April 15 Ord 
15 


Bartow, WIiLt1AM rd dou Provision Dealer Wigan 
et 


April 14 Ord 

CawTHorne, Mary —. Hull Kingston upon 
Hull Pet April 14 nae April 14 

Corr, Tuomas Icke, Dresden, Longton, Sat, Solicitor 
Stokeon Trent Pet Feb12 Ord April 16 

Dicxsox, ye Epwarp, oust, Estate Agent High 
Court Pet Aprilil Ord April1l 

Fircnett, Heyry, and Tom het ge Frome, Drapers 
Frome Pet April 16 Ord April 16 

Gipson, Amos Tatientine, Acklam, Middlesbrough, Farm 
Labourer Middlesbrough Pet april 15 Ord April 4 


Goprrey, ALBERT, Waleswood Colliery, Waleswood, 
Sheteid, Blacksmith Shedield Pet April 15. "Ord 
Al 1 


Hackett, Josuva, Liverpool, geal Assistant 
Liverpool Pet April14 Ord april 14 
Hanrrer, GrorGe, Gazeley, Suffolk, Farmer PB 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
Hawxins, HW ILLiAN, Lm eng Northampton, 
et April 14 Ford pot 





7 
awe, and F Kirsy, Stamford patos, Yorks, Farmers 
York Pet March 30 Ord April 14 
LEsLIE, = gy Spehtin, Widow Canterbury Pet April 
14 


lon .o Barry a. Glam, Doctor Cardiff 
April 14 Ord April 14 

bot ABRAHAM, aan Green rd High Court Pet 
Feb 27. Ord April 12 

Meray, Henry, James Paraick Jonny Wiiuiam Sanpi- 
son, and Eomunp = > Jewin st, Manufacturers of 
—— Carpets High Pet March 11 Ord 

April 1 


Perry, Satins Wituau, Wednesbury, Baker Walsall 
Pet April 14 Ord April 14 

Ricsarpson, Horace, Brockley rd, Cheesemonger Green- 
wich Pet March 17 Ord A 

—— ge, Horbliog. Lives, petenighs Peter- 

et March 23 Ord April 14 

a. B- Comury, abd | he ~ Romsey, 
Builders Southampton’ Pet Ord April 14 

Rose, Currrorp Harrison, Tun! bridge Wells, 
my Tunbridge Wells et April 138 Ord 
A 

ween, oy Bristol, Clothier Bristol Pet March 28 Ord 


Becket ee, Bourne, Lincs, Blacksmith Peterborough 
April 15 


Pet Avrilis Ord 
Springnam, Josern, Stanst Abbots, nr Ware, Herts, 
Coal Merchant Hertford Pet April 13 - April 13 


en Dawiet, Liannon, Cross en, 


‘armer Carmarthen Pet Aprill3 Ord Apel 13 
Tayzor, Joan, Derby, Tailor Derby Pet April 15 Ord 
A 


Taneee, a. EN, Maidstone Maidstone Pet Aprill4 Ord 


=, ae Emity, Eas , Portemouth, sea 
proofer Portsmouth Pet Apr: iS Ord Apeil 16 


Turtox, Wic1tamM_ Gapssy, 
Pet April15 Ord Apmil 15 
Wane, D Percy t wae. 3 pemingha, Dyer Nottingham 


ode ; == Leicester Pet March 


WELL, 

7 0 — 14 

Wittiams, Avranam, Cardiff, Fruiterer Cardiff Pet 
March 2 Ord April 








is ~ » Ge oe a, Domene= la, Accountant Greenwich 

Wace. fat Ond Agee rye ro row, Printer 
Pet a} 15 3 Ord A 

Youye, Arruur Escort, Holland rd, , Secretary 

High Court Pet April 14 Ord April 14 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


INDIA £3 PBR CENT. STOCK. 


Not Redeemable before 5th Oct., 1948. 


Trustees are empowered to invest in this Stock, unless 
expressly forbidden by the Instrument creating 
the Trust. (See the Trustee Act, 1893.) 


ISSUE OF £2,500,000; 


which will be wor with the existing India 
3 per Cent. Stock. 


Minimum Price of Issue, : £94 10s. per Cent. 


Tue GoverRNOR AND Company or THE Bayk or EwoGiaxp 
~ —_ that they are to receive tenders for 


This Inve is made partly under the provisions of 51 Vict., 
ch. 5, in order to provide funds for the construction, &e., of 





under the pro 
of £1,002,100 Debentures of the Great Indian 
— Railway Company, falling due on the 30th June, 


This Stock will bear Interest at the rate of £3 per cent. 
land, on 


annum, payable quarterly at the Bank of 
The sth January, the Sth April, the 5th July, the 5th 
in year, Dividend (a uarter’s 
Dividend) being payable on the 5th July next ; will be 
consoli with the Cent. Stock now existing 
which is not 








allotment is 
and in the ‘cao of partial allotment, the balance ofthe 
deposit will be towards the first instalment. Should 
Case bo 9 coum ones ng Es pagent, ca cup 
cheque. 
Se ae cath Oe father pequente wil bo crn 
en 20 much when 
added to the 
Monday, the 9th May, 1904 Pounds (evecling) © 
On e y, be oo cach 
Stock. 


of default in the of instalment at its 
“a. pement = ; 


Propet be liable to fectelture.. 
Scrip Certificates to bearer with 
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Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS ~ YN ~ DINAS, 

Dinas Mawddwy, Merioneth. 

For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Classes only. 

TERMS: From Six Guineas A WEEK. 
Shooting—Well preserved, over 22,000 acres. 
Fishing - 24 miles, including trout, servin, and salmon. 
References— 





Dr. — Savace, 3, Henrietta-street, Cavendish | 


square, W. 
Dr. D. Seanne, 34, Cavendish-square, W. 
For Prospectus, &c., apply— 
Or. M. WALKER, J.P., 
Plas-yn-Oinas, Dinas Wawddwy. 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 
RICKMANSWORTH. HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., » apply to 
D. HOGG, M.B.C.S., &c., 


Medical Superintentent. 
Telephone: P.O. 16, RickMANsworRTH. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

ee Attendant: ROBERT ae. M.A., 

. (Camb.). ge H. M. RB ILEY, Assoc. Soc. 

of oom Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 

ms and Medical References. wf terms and particulars 
ly Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 

LEGRAPHIC ADDRESS: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 











| 
| 
| 





FOR TREATMENT OF INBBRIETY AND 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


MABIE HOUSE, 


Near DUMFRIES, SCOTLAND. 
FOR LADIES ONLY. 


Mepicat ATTENDANT: 
J. BROWNLEE SHAW, M.B., C.M. (Edin.). 
For Terms, &c., apply, 


Mrs. CORNER, Mabia House, Dumfries. 
Telegraphic Address—‘‘ REST, DUMFRIES.” 


Telephone: 602 Holbora. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep 1s THE Reten or Wiitiam & Mary, 1689. 


ROBE 
MAKERS. 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
LBVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 


CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 

















Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORO, HERTS. 





For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering from Inebriety | 


and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, Eiverpool-s and 

secluded part of the c e country, 1} hours from Live l-street, 

about 400 feet above sea-level; 103 acres 

Heated i hot-water apparatus. ‘ploctrie —_ ‘heoughout. 

| ng om ~ ag t and recreation. Workshops, Poultry 

eg Be Cricket, Tennis, Golf, Library, Music, 

m. for Photography, &c. Patients may 

eon women the Acts or privately. Terms: 1}-3 Guineas. 
Electric Light and Heat Baths, &c.—Apply to 

Resipext Mepicat SurerinTENDENT or Secretary. 


The Cumpanies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


BY 





AUTHORITY 





Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Saake Certiricates, Desextures, &c., engraved and 
Ovrictat SzaLs designed and execut 


Solicitors’ Account See. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LON DON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants ’ Inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


NOW READY, SECOND 1 EDITION. PRICE is. 


A Practieal Handbook to the Companies Acts. 
By Frawcis J. Greew,of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law 





"FAJOOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY (omens Sundays), 
from 9 4.m. until sunset. Admission 1s., ys 6d. 
Children always 6d. Ladies or gentlemen may be elected 
Fellows of the society. Entrance fee £5. Annual sub- 
£3, or composition fee £35.— For particulars apply 

to SrcneTany , 3, Hanover-square, W. 


grounds. | 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—N». 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET. 

ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 

begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 

| to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 

fifty years in the special insertion of all L forma — 
&c., and hereby solicits their continued support.—N 

Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and DE. 

solutions of Partnership, with necessary Declaration, 

Official stamps for advertisements and file of ‘‘ London 

Gazette” kept. By appointment. 


BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO OF 


|CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VAL, 


FOR 


INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparations free on 
application to 


BRAND & CO., Ltd... MAYFAIR, W. 
An admirable Food of the 


EPPS’S 


Finest quality and flavour. 


COCOA 


Nutritious and Economical. 














ACCIDENTS of am kinas. 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, ACCIDENT & DISEASE (Small Pox, Scarlet Fever, 
Typhoid, Diphtheria, Appendicitis, &c.), BURGLARY & FIDELITY INSURANCE. 
RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE CoO., 


Established 1849. 
64, CORNHILL, LONDON 


Claims paid £4,600,000. 





A. VIAN, Secretary. 





PERIODICAL SALES. 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
(successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.) conduct 
Se SALES of 
EVERSIONS (Absolute and Contingent), 
Pre INTERESTS and ANNUITIES, 
LIFE POLICIES, 
Shares and Debentures, 
Mo Debts and Bonds, and 
Kindred Interests, 
on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month 
throughout the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C, 
The appointments fixed for 1904 are as follows :— 
Thursday, May 5. Thursday, Sept. 1. 
Thursday, Sept. 15. 
Thursday, Oct. 6. 
Thursday, Oct. 20. 
Thursday, Nov. 3. 
Thursday, Nov. 17. 
Thursday, Dec. 1. 
Thursday, Dec. 15. 
“* Tnvari- 
Tel. Nos. 999 Bank and 8539 Central. 





ry; 
ably, London.” 


PERIODICAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
beg to announce that their PROPERTY AUCTIONS 
are held at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on the first and 
third Wednesdays in every month throughout the year. 
The dates fixed for 1904 are as follows :— 
Wednesday, Sept. 7. 
Wednesday, Sept. 21. 
Wednesday, Oct. 5. 











Wednesday, June 8. 

Wednesday, June 15. Wednesday, Oct. 19, 
Wednesday, July 6. Wednesday, Nov. 2. 
Wednesday, July 20. Wednesday, Nov. 16. 
Wednesday, August 3. Wednesday, Dec. 7. 


Wednesday, August 17. | Wednesday, Dec. 21. 
Vendors, solicitors, and trustees having properties for 
sale are respectfully invited to communicate with the 
Auctioneers, at their Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. 
Telegrams: ‘‘ Invariably, London.” Tel. Nos. 999 "Bank, 
8539 Central. 





ULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C 
Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 
OF 


MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 
Telegraphic Address—‘ FuLLEr, Horsey, Lonpon.” 


Telephone No. 746 Avenusg. 


CRUISES 
IN SUNNY LANDS. 
The cece: Line will despatch the twin-screw 
steamer ORONTES, 9,023 tons register, 

To MOROCCO, BALEARIC ISLANDS, ALGERIA, &c., 
from London 20th May, visiting TANGIER, PALMA, 
ALGIERS, GIBRALTAR, and VIGO, arriving back in 
London 4th June. 


] 5 DAYS for 15 Guineas and upwards. 





Managers : 
F. GREEN & CO.; ANDERSON, ANDERSON, & C0. 
Head Office: FENCHURCH AVENUE. 
For Passage apply to the latter Firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
avenue, E.C.; or to West End Branch Office, 28, Cockspur- 
street, 8.W. 


H.M.S. “CONWAY” SCHOOL SHIP 
MOORED IN THE MERSEY. 


Designed to give a sound TecnnicaL and GeneRal 
Epvucation to boys desirous of entering the MrrcantTiLe 
Marine and other profesvions. SeveraL N »MinaTions 
to Roya Nava Capersuirs. Physical culture a special 
feature. 

For full partieulars and prospectus apply to the Com- 
montet, Lieut. H. W. BROADBENT, R.N.R., Rock Ferry, 

ire. 











S. FISHER, 188, Strand. 
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